Hathon, Dominisue (PSP)

From: Margaret Fleek <mfleek@burlingtonwa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2014 10:53 AM

To: Hampton, Dominique {PSP)

Subject: Funding Alignment with Salmon Recovery
Attachments: Gages Slough Planting Plans.pdf

Hello PSP and Dominique Hampton,

As a long term small community planner working for three jurisdictions in Skagit County including Burlington, Lyman and
Hamilton, the volunteer programs for restoration and buffer enhancement projects are critical to our future.

However, generating a bunch of words that mean very little to the “volunteers” is NOT helpfulllll We apply for grants,
we direct what funding we have, we work with non-profits, and WE cannot afford to hire an expensive consultant to

interpret your words, beg for permission from who knows who, and figure out how to apply them to a very simple
project.

If you are going to move forward with jargon, please consider following that up by providing us with helpful ideas,
options, planting plans for various lacations, ways to get things done simply. The last thing we need is MORE
requirements that do not advance anyone's interests, other than the “qualified” consultant of your cholce,

“Common sense” has been identified as a phrase that may soon be eliminated. As an example of a helpful idea, attached
Is a bulletin we have used for years in the Gages Slough area.

My apologies for whining, but it sure looks like you are setting up YET ANOTHER PERMIT process requirement for what

does NOT now require a permit, with extremely vague stataments. Feel free to toss these comments If | have
misinterpreted your resolution.

Thanks for the opportunity.
Margaret Fleek

Planning Director
360-755-9717



GAGES SLOUGH PLANTING GUIDELINES FOR WETLAND BUFFER AREAS

GENERAL GUIDELINES
The Pacific Northwest has a mild maritima climate, with wet winters and ralatively wamm dry summers. Instalfing
plants in your landscape is best done when the climale is least slressiul for the planl, and when the plant is best
able to cope with transplanting shock. In this locale, planting when plants are dormant {roughly October-March) is
generally the most successful strategy for a number of reasons:
+ cooler molster weather reduces drying out (dessication) of plant and assoclated siress
¢+ deciduous plants are lealless, which reduces dessication and immediate molsturs naeds
4 planis have the opportunity ta develop root systems during dormancy and as they come out of
dormancy that can supply them with the necessary molsiure and soil nutrients befare they come inlo
leal and flower
+ the need for supplemental walering Is reduced so plants are not as dependent on care from you to
survive the first and most difficull year after planting
+ other plants thal might compete with tha naw plantings are also dormant which gives new planlings a
chance ic become adapted 1o the sila belore new grawth occurs In sumounding plants

As you choose the specles for your landscape, pay attention 1o the grawing conditions on your site, and at differant
locations within the site, How much moisture does the soll hava? How much sun does the site racelve? Is it
relatively cool morning sun, or hatter and more intense afternaon sun, Are there exisling piants that create cool
shade on your site that would be favorable for shade tolerant specles? Consult the plant list information sheets tor
more Infarmation about the growing requirements of each species, as well as their wildlife features, Consider the
ulimate size and shape of the plant, and make sure you ara locating it in a place whara it will have room to grow

as tall and wide as it needs to. This will greatly reduce maintenance requiraments such as on-going pruning, and
will rasult in haalthier, better looking plants too.

TREE PLANTING

Trees should be plantad as shown in the diagram
belaw with the plant pit al least twice as deep and wide

SHRUB PLANTING
Shrubs should also be planted as shown in tha
diagram below with the plant pht at least twice as deep

as tha rootball of the plant. Topdressing with 9-4° of
organic mulch helps keep in soll moisture, keeps the

s0il cooler, and reduces competition from waeds, If you

ara Irying to achlsve a naturafistic look, consider how

and wide as the rootball of tha plant. Topdressing with
3-4" of organic mulch helps keep in soll malsture,
keeps the soil cooler, and reduces competition from

waeds. If you are trying to achieve a naturalistic laok,
consider how the speciss grows in natura when you
are dstermining the spacing and distribution of the
shrubs you choose. Wild rose and snowberry grow in
dense mixed thickets, whereas specles such as black
twinberry and red eldetbemy are usually found as
more isolaled individuals in a landscape.

tha species grows [n natura when you are determining
the spacing and distribution of your traes. Alder and
quaking aspen, for exampla, are usually in groves with
Individual trees close 10 each other (2-4' apart), Red
cedars and hemlocks tend ta have more distance
betwaen them (6-12' apart).

-

HERBACEOUS AND SEDGE PLANTING

Wetland herbaceous and sedga species are often planted as *plugs®, which
are very small starts that are generally used when planting large areas.
Waterowl predation can be a big problem with these small seedlings.
Therelore, using larger slzes (I gal. pot and bigger) is recommendad. All of
the herbaceous and sedge species on the plant list are so-called “obligate’
wetland species. This means that they require wet growing conditions lo
survive, and should be planted so thal they are In saturated soils for a good
part of the growing season.

PLANTING DETAIL

v 34 MULCH

=S PLANT PIT TWICE AS DEEP
£ AND WIDE AS ROOTHALL"

BACKFILLED 501L
UNDIS‘I:URBED SOiL



WEED MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SHEET

-

HIMALAYAN BLACKBERRY - Rubus procerus

Himaldyan blackberry Is an Introduced species that has widely naturalized and Is commonly found in
disturbed areas and along streams and wetlands, This Is & plonssring species, mearting it is one of the
first to colonize and establish in a disturbed shts. Himalayan blackberry is Intolerant of deep shade, it
forms thomy, tangled thicksts which pravide cover for wildlife, and bears fruits and flowars used by
numerous wildlife specles, birds, and insects. Despita these positive wildiifs atirlbutes, the aggressive
nature of this plant and Its tendency to form dense monocultures that eliminate other species make it an
undesirable plant in & landscape conlext whera plant communities made up of numerous spacles
forming a more complex and divarse habitat arg preferred.

Any proposed stream cortidor restoration efforts along Gages Slough that contaln Himalayan blackbery
should include considaration of the weed management that will be nacessary to make the project a
Success. Manual control of this plant usually takes the form of:

1) repealed cutting of stems at the ground 1o reduce plant vigor,
and/or
&) removal of the enlire plant including all of the rools (springtime Is best),

Depending on the extent of coverage, elther ons of these methods may be more approprate. If, for
example, you are dealing with a dense thicket, repeated mowing may be & more feasibla approach than
handpulling or grubblng out the entire plant. Regardless of the approach, follow-up maintenance will be
hacessary —one erradication effort will not be enough. Foliar spraying of plants with herbicldes Is not
very elfective and Is not recommended.

Areas thal ara to be planted with native specles should be prepared by removing all invasive planis,
Including Himalayan blackberry prior to planting. Blackberry roots should be grubbed out and all plant
pants should be disposed of of-site as resprouting from roots, shoots, and stems can oceur.
Management of new blackberry growth should continue for 1-5 years as needed so that plantings can
becoms established. Plantings should be closely spaced to encourage accelerated formation of a
canopy that can help control blackberry by casting shade.



WEED MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SHEET

REED CANARYGRASS - Phalarls arundinacea

Reed ¢anarygrass Is a long-iived cool season perennial grass. It Is an aggressive specles, grawing In
dense stands along straams and wellands or other moist, disturbed areas. It can grow up to 6' tall, and
Its roots form thick mats underground. Reed canarygrass |s shade-Intolerant, and also cannot typically
withstand prelonged periods (e.g. an entire growing season) of inundatlon by water.

Ecclogically speaking, reed canasygrass is not a particularly desirable species bacause It imlts
blological and habitat diversity by outcompeting native ptant specles and forming menocultures that
spread underground from the rhizomes or underground stems. Besldes its fast growth rate, growth habit
and height, as well as effeclive means of spreading, read canarygrass also has a compatitive
advantage over many other grasses because [t staris Iis growth very early In the late winter/early spring.
This early growth gives it a blg head starl, which rasults in stems that can ba as tall as 2 ft. by the time
other spacies are Just emerging. It Is the exiensive root syslem that provides the nutrients for the
Impressive growih aboveground.

Almost any restoration or establishment of a woody riparian comidor along Gages Slough will require

some managemsnt of read canarygrass lo allow maximum growth and survival of plantings. A common
strategy usually involves a comblinatlon of:

1) reducing the vigor of existing plants so that new plantings can establish and successlully
compete;

and
2) aclually remaving or killing reed canarygrass in particularly problematic areas.

Reducing the vigor of existing plants is done by depleting the nutrient resarves in the root mass by
repealed cutting or suppression of the aboveground portions of the plant so that they cannot produce
energy. Fallowing Is a protocol that should help your new plants become establishad:

1. Early In the growing season prior to fall planting, as soon as you notice new reed canarygrass

growth In the spring, mow tha grass short and try to keep It short (<6"} throughout the spring and
summer,

2, After planting trees and shrubs in the fall, cover the top of the plant plt with 2-4" of organic
mulch or a sheet mulch to reduce regrowth of weeds. In some casas where grass |s particularly
dense, It Is advisable to clear a 2-3' diameler circle Immediately surrounding each new planting
by removin} the grass including the below:ground root mass prior to planling, and subsequenily

mulching with an organlc material or synthetic sheet mulch after plant installation to eliminate
light to the plant.

3. Keep grass low In a 2-3' diameter circle around each new planting throughout growing season
in {Irst and subsequent years as needed. Re-applying mulch may also be necessary, Mowing or
use of wead whips should ba avoided around new plants, as thay are easily damaged. Usa hand
tools such as a hand scythe, hand shears or clippers rather than motorized mowers.

Once new plantings have become established and arg creating some kind of a shade canopy over the
ground, reed canarygrass usually becomes less problemalic and aggressive. Keys 1o success are:

1) regular vigltance and management early on in the project (years 1-3);
and

2) installation of appropriale plants, including conlfers, at fairly high densilies so that they wiil
thrive and rapidly form a canopy that will shade out the grass and provide long-lerm control.



PLANT LIST FOR DRY SHADY WETLAND BUFFER AREAS

Common Name Bclentific Name Planting Notes Noled Wildlifs Features
TREES | ]
blg-leat mapls Acer macrophyfium SPACING: 10-15'; vary large, altractive tres; | good for shade and nesting birds;

dry to molst sites, half to full sun truits are food source for birds
and small mammals
Douglas fir Psevdolsuga SPACING: 10-15% OK in lull sun; grows best predatory bird roosts; nesting h;d—-
menxiesi in dry soils habital, good for cavily nesting
birds and small mammals
grand fir Abias grandis SPACING: 10-15% altraclive, ordared nasting birds and small mammals
appearance 1o branches; dry solis, OK In full
sun
red aldar Alnus rubra SPACING: 4-8'; full sun, grows wellinmost | good habital for cavity-nesting
soil condilions, esp. In mols! solls, fasl- birds and mammals
growing, fixes nitrogen In solls; grows wall In
. disturbed sites and watland margins
westemn hemlock | 7suga helerophylla SPACING: 10-15'; grows bestInshade end  { winter foraga for deer end small
molst to well-dralned solls mammats
SHRUBS
baidhip rose Rosa gymnocarpa SPACING: 2-4; low to medium helght, hips aatan by birds
spindly growth, attractiva flowsrs, dryto
molst sofis, tolerates sun or shada
beaked hazelnut | Corylus comuta SPACING: 4-6'; tall, attractive open shrub: nuts valuabla for birds and small
well-dralned solls; aliracts birds to area mammals; twigs and leaves
browsed by dear; good nesting
lor petching birda
Indian plum Oemlenia cerasliormis | SPACING: -5 tall, open, atiractive shrub; fruits eaten by birds; nesting
({oaoberry) dry to molst solls; best In nutdent-rich aolls; habital for perching birds
somewhal shade tolarant
MNootka rose RAosa nutkana SPACING: 2-4'; low to medium-helght, densa hips eatan by birds
ehrub with altraclive Hlowers; dry fo moist
&ails; tolerates sun or shada
red elderbarry Sambucus racemosa | SPAGING: 4-6% tall shrub with attractive frults important to many bird and
racemes of small red berres; dry to moist mammal species; foliage and
- - soils; full sun to part shade twigs eatsn by deer
red flowering Ribes sanguineum SPACING: 3-5'; low to medium height, eady | lowars attract hummingbirds in
currant blooming with handsome red-pink flowers; spring
dry to molst solls In sun or part shade
salat Guaultheria shallon SPACING: 2; low-growing, atiractive fruits imporian! for some blrds;
evergreen shrub; molst o dry sofls; can lorm | leaves, buds, twigs hrowsed by
dense thicksts deer
snowberty Symphoricarpos albus | SPACING: 2-4'; low shrub with aliractive Inuits Important foed source for
white frults that pecsist well Into winler; best varialy of birds, esp. in winler;
in well-dralned solls In opanings in forest twigs and [ollage are good
canopy beovisa for deer
weslem Amalanchier alnifolia | SPACING: 4-6'; tall, open shrub; moist to {ruits valuable foad source for
serviceberry well-dralned soits; grows well in rocky solls many bird specias; twigs and

and disturbad sites

leaves good browse




PLANTS FOR DRY SHADY
Choosé from the following spacies

TREES

Con.= coniferous tree
Dec.= declduous tras

bigleal maple
Douglas fir
grand fir

red alder
wasiam hamlock

WETLAND BUFFER AREAS

SHRUBS  baldhip rosa
beaked hazelnut
Indian plum {oscbarry)
Nootks rose
red eldsrbamy
red flowaring currant
salal
snowberry
westem servicebemy

CROSS SECTION

This plan view shows a typical assemblaga of plants that
you might install in your backyard adjacent to the slough.
Tha most naturalistic planting scheme Is one where
plants of the same species are planted in clumps or
groups with the planls In each group closa togather (2-4°
apart for shrubs, 3-10' part for trees depending on the
specias) and irregularly spaced. The symbols used do
nol represent any particular species, but intend o
flustrate this clustering strategy, which mimics the drifts
and groupings of plant species as they cccur in nature.
Consult the accompanying plant list and the cross )
seclion shown above to put plants in the right place with
regard to soil moislure. Species that prefer moister soil
regimes should be planted downslope towards the
slough where molsture is greater, Likewise, planis thal
need drier growing conditions should be planted higher
on the bank.

PLAN VIEW (SCALE: 1= 20)



PLANT LIST FOR DRY SUNNY WETLAND BUFFER AREAS

and disturbed sites

Common Name Eclantific Name Planting Noles Noted Wildilfe Fasturas
TREES ]
big-leal maple Acer macraphylium SPACING: 10-15'; very largs, atirzctive good for shads and nasting birds;

trea; dry lo moist sites, half to full aun fruits are foad sovrce for birds
. and small mammals
bitter cherry Prutius emarginata SPACING: 4-6'; madium-helght iras with fiuits good food source for bieds;
aftractive flowers and frults; molst solis, full | dead trunks decay resisiant and
sun (shadse Intolerant), shallow wetland good habitat for insecis,
margins amphibians and small mammals
Douglas fir Psaudolsuga menzissii { SPACING: 10-15" OK In {ull SN grows pm&ahry bird raosts; nesting bird
: bast in dry solis ¥ habitat, good for cavily nasting.
blrds and small mammals
grand fir Abies grandis SPACING: 10-15'; aliractive, ordared nesting birds and smali mammals
sppearance lo branches; dry sofls, OK In
» full sun
lodgepala pine Pinus conlorla SPACING: 8-10'; tall, aliractive pine; molst | winter {orage for small mammats
{shore pina) 1o well-dralnad soils, full sun
red alder Alnus rubra SPACING: 4-8'; tull sun, grows wall lnmost | good habital for cavity-nesling
salt conditions, esp. In molst solls, {ast- blrds and mammals
growing, fixes nitrogen In solls; grows well
in disturbad sites and wetland margins
weslaem while Pinus monticola SPAGING: 8-12" familiar pins, commonly seads provide food source lor
plne vsad In landscaping; dry, well-drainad solls, | smalt mammals
doas wall In gravelly solfs and fll sun
SHAUBS
baldhip rose Rosa gymnocarpa SPACING: 2-4'; low lo medium helght, hips eaten by birds
spindly growh, attractive flowers, dry to
. moist soils, tolerates sun or shads
beaked hazelnut | Corylus comuta SPACING: 4-6', tall, altractive open shrub; | nuts valuable for birds and small
well-drained sofls; attracts birds lo area mammals; twigs and leaves
browsed by deer; good nesting
. for parching birds
indian plurm Oemlenia cerasiformis SPACING: 3-5; 1all, open, aliractive shrub; | truita eaten by birds; nesting
(oscbarry) - dry to molst soils; best In nutdent-sich soils; | habitat for perching birds
somewhat shada tolerant
rad eldedbany Sambucus racemosa SPACING: 4-6"; tall shrub with attracliva fruits important to many bird and
racemes of small red berries; dry to moist mamma! specles; follaga and
salls; full sun to part shade twigs eaten by deer
red llowerlng Ribas sanguineum SPACING: 3-5; low to medium helght, eary | flowers attract hummingbirds In
currant blooming with handsome rad-pink flowers; spring
dry to molst sails In sun or part shada :
snawheny Symphoricarpos aibus | SPACING: 2-4% Jow shrub with altraclive fruits Important food sourca for
while fruits that perslst well into winter; best | varlety of birds, asp. in winter;
In well-dralned goils in openings In forast twigs and {oliage are good
canopy browss for deer
western Amelanchler alnifolia BPACING: 4.6'; tall, open shrub; molst lo fruils valuable food source for
serviceberry well-dralned solls; grows well In rocky sofls | many bird speclas; twigs and

leaves good browse




PLANTS F.OH DRY SUNNY WETLAND BUFFER AREAS
Chooss from the loflowing plants:

: TREES  bigleat maple SHRUBS  baldhip rose
bitter chercy beaked hazalnut
Douglas fir indian plum {osabarry)
grand fir . red elderbarry
lodgapols pine (shore pine) rad flowering cumant
rad alder snowbemy
westsm whita pine weslem servicebarry

CROSS SECTION

3

o s

Con.= confferous iraa
Dec.= deciduous tres

This plan view shows & typical assemblaga of plants that
you might Install in your backyard adjacent to the slough.
The most naturalistic planting scheme Is one where
plants of the same species ara plantad in clumps or
groups with the plants in aach group close together (2-4'
apart for shrubs, 3-10' apar for trees depending on the
speclas) and irregularly spaced. The symbols used do
nol represent any particular specles, but Intend to .
iustrate this clustering strategy, which mimics the drilts
and groupings of planl spacies as they occut in nature.
Consuli the accompanying plant list and the cross )
section shown above {o put planis In tha right ptace wilh
regard to soil moisture. Specias that prefer moister soll
regimes should be planted downslope towards the
slough where molsture is greater. Likawise, plants thal
need drier groving conditions should be planted higher
on the bank.

PLAN VIEW (SCALE: 1*= 20)



PLANT LIST FQR WET SHADY WETLAND MARGINS

Common Nama Sclantlflc Name Planting Nates Noted Wildlifa Faalura:—__
TREES ]
black cottonwood } Populus balsamifsra SPACING: 5-10% molst lo well-dralned sofls, goad for nesling birds

full sun, fast-growing, wetland margins
Pactic willow Sallx lucida SPACING: 4-6; moist lo saturalad sols; | good shade trae
graws well from live slakes - commonly
avallable already In Gages Slough
red alder Alnus rubra SPACING: 4-6' full sun, grows well Inmaost good habitat for cavity-nesting
soil conditlons, esp. in molst solls, fast. birds and mammals
growing, fixes nitrogen In solls; grows well In
disturbed sites and wetland margins
Scoular willow Salix scoufarlana SPACING: 4-5; malst lo saturated solls, good shade tres
Intalerant of etanding water; shads tolerant;
tast-grawing
Sitka spruce Ficea slchensis SPACING: 10-15' appealing biuish color lo pradatery bird roosts; new shools
’ branches; grows well in moist solls, wetfand good forage for daer
margins
westem red cedar | Thuja plicata SPAGCING: 10-15'; beautiful tras with gracelut anags important habital for cavity
branches; plant only in full to hall shade (sun nesting birds; slumps habitat for
Intolerant); best in molst to saturated solls, small mammals
watland margins
SHRUBS
baldhip rose Rosa gymnocarpa SPACING: 2-4' low to medium height, hips eaten by birds
. spindly growth, altractive flowers, dry to
molst soils, tolarates sun or shade
black twinbeny Lonicera Involucrata SPACING: 3-5%, madium-haighl, gracefut deer browsa twigs and |eaves;
{twinbarry shrub; molsl solis berrles eaten by birds; bark used
heneysuckla) 23 nesting matera! by birds and
small mammals
black currant Ribes bracteosum SPACING: 2-45 low to medium-haight, fruila and lollage eaten by birds
{stink currant) straggly shrub; tolaratas perodic saturation; | and small mammalsi
best in pastial shade
Nootka rose Rosa nutkana SPACING: 245 low to medium-haight, hips eaten by birds
- tdense shrub with attractive flowars; dry to
molst soils; lolerates sun or shade
Pacliic ninebark Physocarpus capltatus | SPACING: 3-5' lall, sttractive shrub; molst twigs, buds, and loHaga eatan by
solls or shori-term saluration; welland dear and small mammals
margins; grows well In hali-shade or sunny
openings [n canopy
pricdy eurrant Ribes lacusire SPACING: 2-4'; taw lo medium-haighl, frults goad forage for birds and
(swamp straggly shrub; dry to molst soits; best In hall- | amall mammals
gooseberry) sun
rad elderberry Sambucus racemasa | SPACING: 4-6 tall shrub with altractive frults impertant to many bird and
racames of small red bersies; dry lo molst mammal specles; foliage end
solls; full sun fo par ehade twigs ealan by deer
red-osler Comus sericea SPACING: 2-4'; medium-helght; many thin fruits, twigs and foliage valuable
dogwood &lems; beautilut rad bark persists through forage; good nesting habital for

winter; mo'st lo saturated aglls

perching birds




Common Name Sclentific Name Planting Notas Noled Wildllis Features
salmonbarry Rubus spactabiis SPACING: 2-4'; medium-helght shrub with frulls important leod acurce for
eftraclive barries; forms densa thickets; birds and small mammals; early
spraads easlly by rhizome - somawhat llawars good nectar source for
i Invasive; maist to saturated soils; full sunto | Insects and hummingbirds;
part shade leaves, twigs, and slams browseg
by deer; thickels good nesfing
) habitat for perching birds
Sitka wiilow Salix sitchensis SPACING: 3-6% tall, multi-slemmed ehrub; nesting habitat for parching birds
tast-growing; sproads aasily by thizame;
moist to saluratad solls; lolerant of periodic
standing water and full sun; easy to establish
by live stake, which are avafiable from
axisting stands in Gages Slough
vina mapie Acercireinatum SPACING: 3-6' lall, open shrub; molst soils, nesling tor small birds; twigs,
no prolonged saturation; half to full sun: buds, and seeds salen by many
baautiful fall colors; commonly used in birds and small mammals
landscaping
westem, Malus fusca SPACING: 4-8% shrub or small trae wilh {rults good forage for birds;
crabapple many Intertwined branches; molst to loaves, twigs, and buds browsed
saluratad solls; wetland margins by deer; good dansa habltat for
nasting birds
HERBACEQUS AND SEDGE SPECIES
beaked sedge Carex utricuiala SPACING: 1-2'; emergent sadge; shaliow
standing watar to 1 foot
broadisal Sagittaria lalifola SPACING: 1-Z'; rootad aquatic with atiractive | tubars saten by watarfow!
armowhead while flowers; silll or alow-moving water;
{wapato) raproduces by tubers and thizomes
hardstem buirush | Scirpus acutus SPACING: 1-2'; lall {lo 8 feat) emergent stains used by birds for nesting
sedge that fonms dense stands; shaflow matarial and nesting hablial;
slanding watsr up o 3 fast deap seeds ealan by watarfew!
narrowlaat Sparganium emersum | SPAGING: 1-2; {ow-grawing emergent with
burread large, attractive fruits; shallow slanding water
to 3 leat deep
slough sedge Carex obnupla SPACING: 1-2'; emergent sedés; spreads to
forming extensivs stands; saturatsd to
shallow standing water to 1 foot
watar-parsiay Oenanthe sarmantosa | SPACING: 1-24 iow-growlng. mal-forming toxic to wildiile but not
rooled seml-aqualic; constant saturaionor | problsmatic
standing water; partial 1o full shade; replants
easily, spreads well, useful in seltling
sadiment
waoly sadge Scirpus atrocinelus SPACING: 1-2'; lall emergent In dense tults; | good food source for walerlow!;
attractive flowaring heads with wooly leaves used by waterfow for
8ppaarance; tolarates shaliow Inundationto | nesting materal
1 foot




PLANTS FOR WET SHADY WETLAND MARGINS

Choose from the following species:

THANSITIONAL WET TO MOIST

Pacific ninebark
Pacific willow
Sitka willow
wastern crabapple

WET

beaked sadga
broadlaaf arrowhead
hardstem bulrush
narmrowleal burread
slough sadga

waler parslay

wooly sedge

Con.= conilerous tree
Dec.= daciduous tree

MOIST TO DRY

black eottonwood
black currant
black twinbemry
Pacific willow
prickly eurrant

red plder

red asler dogwood
salmonbamy
Scouler wilow
Sitka spruce

vine maple
wastem red cedar

DRY

baldhip rosa
rad eldarberry
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CROSS SECTION

This plan viaw shows a typical asssmblage of plants that
you might Inslall In your backyard adjacent to the slough.
The most naluralistic planting scheme is ona where
plants of the same species are planted in clumps or
groups with the plants in each group close together (2-4'
apart for shrubs, 3-10' apart for trees dapending on the
spacies) and Irragularly spaced. The symbols used do
not represent any particular specles, but Intend to
ilustrate this clustering strategy, which mimics the drills
and groupings of plant species as they occur In nalure
Consult the accompanying plant fist and the cross )
seclion shown above (o put plants in the right place Wlllh
regard lo 50l moisture. Species that prefer molster soil
regimes should be plantad downslope towards the
slough where moisture Is greater, Likewiss, plants that
nesd drier growing conditions should be planted higher
on the bank.

PLAN VIEW (SCALE: 1°= 20



PLANT LIST FQR WET SUNNY WETLAND MARGINS

Common Name Selentific Name Planting Notes Noted Wildiife Features
THEES |
black cottonwood | Populus balsamilera SPACING: 5-10°; molst to wall-drainad solla, good for nasting birds
full sun, fast-prawing, wetland margins
lodgepole pine Finus contorta SPAGING: 8-12'; tali, attractive pine; molslto | winter forage for emall marmmais
(shore ping) well-drained solls, full sun
Oregon ash Fraxipus latifolia SPACING: 6-10"; moist lo saturated solls; good for nesting birds
welland margins
Pacilic willow Salix fuclda SPACING: 4-6" moist fo saluraled solls; good shade tree
: grows well from liva siakes - commonly
avallable already In Gagss Slough
quaking aspen Populus tramuloides SPACING: 3-5'; altractive tres with buds and bark good faed source
charactaristic quaking of [eaves in wind; for larga and small mammals,
. saturaled to dry soils, full sun, fast-growing, | some birds
spreads easlly by rthizoms; wetland margins;
don't plant near water ines
1ed alder Alnus rubra SPACING: 4-8' full sun, grows well Inmost | good habitat lor cavity-nesting
soll conditions, esp., In molst solls, fast. birds and mammals
growing, fixaa nitrogen In solls; grows well In :
disturbed sites and wetiand margins
Scouler willow Salix scoulariana SPACING: 4-6' molst o salurated sofls, good shade trsa
intolarant of standing watss; shade tolerant;
fasl-growing
SHRUBS
baldhip ross Rosa gymnocarpa SPACING: 2-4"; low 1o madium helght, hips eaten by blrda
spindly growth, attractive flowers, dry lo
molst aolls, tolaratas sun or shade
black twinbarry Lonfcera involucrata SPACING: 3-5' medium-hefght, gracefid daer browss twigs and lsaves;
(twinberry shrub; molst soils barries eaten by birds; bark used
honsysuckde) as nasling material by birds and
small mammals
Nootka rose Rosa nutkana SPACING: 2-4'; low to medium-halght, dansa | hips ealen by birds
shrub with atiractiva flowers; dry to molst
. solls; tolarales sun or shade
ved elderberry Sambucus racemosa | SPACING: 4-6% tall shrub with attractive fruils important to many bird and
racemes of small red berries; dry to molst mammal species; foliage and
sofis; fufl sun 1o part shada twigs ealan by dear
rad-osier Comus saricea SPACING: 2-4'; medium-height; many thin fruits, twigs and foliage valuable
dogwaod stems; beautiful red bark persists through lorage; good nesting habitat for
winler; molst lo saturatad sofls perching birds
salmonbeny Rubus speclabllis SPACING: 2-4'; medium-height shrub wilh fruits important food source for
aftractive berrles; farms dense thickets; birds and small mammals; early
spreads easily by rhizome - somewhat flowers good neclar saurce for
invasive; molst lo saturated solls; full sunfo | insects and hummingbirds;

part shads

leaves, twigs, and slems browsed
by deer; thickels good nesting
habliat for perching birds




Comman Name Sclantific Name Planiing Notes Noted Wildlife Features
Sitka willow Salix sitchensis SPACING; 3-8'; tall, multi-stemmed shrub; nesling habital for perching birdy
fast-growing; spraads easfty by rhizome;
molst lo saturated solls; lolerant of pardodic
! slanding waler and full sun; easy lo establish
by live stake, which are avaliable from
existing slands in Gages Slough
spiraa (hardhack) | Spirea douglash SPACING: 2-4'; low to medium height, leggy { thickeis provida cover for
shrub; thicket-lorming; spikes of wooly pink | perching birds
flowers
thimbleberry Rubus parvifiorus SPACING: 2-4'; low to medium-height, dense | frults importan! food source for
shrub with bright red berles; tnalst to dry blrds and mammals; dser eal
soils; full sun ‘leaves and twigs; densa thickats
good for covar and nesting
vine maple Acer circinatum SPACING: 3-8} lalf, opan shrub; moist soils, nasting for small birds; twigs,
na prolonged saturation; half to fulf sun; buds, and seeds eaten by many
beautiful {all ealors; commonly used in birds and small mammals
. landscaping
HERBACEOUS AND SEDGE SPECIES
beaked sedge Carax utricuiata SPACING: 1-2'; emergent sadge; shaliow
standing water to 1 foot
broadiaal Sagitiaria lalifolia SPACING: 1-2% roalad aquatic with aetirzctive | tubars eaten by walerow)
arowhaad white flawers; still or slow-moving waler;
{wapato) reproducas by tubers and rhizomes
hardstam bulrush | Sclpus aculus SPACING: 1-2; tall (to 8 faet) emergent stems usad by birds for nasiing
sedge thal forms dense stands; shallow materlal and nesting habitat;
standing water up o 3 foel deep seads aalen by watarfowl
narrowleaf Spargenium amersum | SPACING: 1-2% low-growing emargsnt with
burread large, aliractive fruits; shallow slanding water
to 3 fael daep
slough sedge Carex obnupia SPACING: 1-2'; amergent sedgs; spraads to
farming extensive stands; saturated to
shaflow standing water to 1 foot
water-parslay Oenanthe sammeniosa | SPACING: 1-24 low-growing, mal-lorming toxic to wildlifs but not
rooted semi-aquatic; conatant saturation or problematic
slanding waler; partlal to full shada; replants
- easlly, spreads well, useful In settfing
sediment
wooly sedge Scelpus atrocinclus SPACING: 1-2Z tall emergent In dense lufts; gaod lood source for walerfowl;
altraclive flowering heads with wooly leaves used by waterfowd for
&ppearance; tolerales shallow inundationto | nesting material
1 foot




PLANTS FOR WET SUNNY WETLAND MARGINS

Chaose trom the following species:

THANSITIONAL WET TO
MOIST

Oragon ash
Pacilic willow
Silka willow
spirea (hardhack)

Con.= coniferous tree
Dec.= deciduous tree

MOIST TO DRY DRIER
black twinherry balchip rese
black currant red elderberry
black cottonwood
lodgapole pins
Naolka rose
quaking aspen
red osler dogwood
red aldar
salmonbeny
WET Scoular willow
thimblebarry
beaked sedgs vine maple
broadleal armowhead
hardstem bulrush
namrowleal burread
slough sedge g L
walerparsley
wooly sedge
L]
CROSS SECTION

This plan view shows a typlcal assemblaga of planis that
you migh install In your backyard adjacent to the slough.
The most naluralistic planling scheme is one where
plants of the same species are planted In clumps or
groups with the plants In each group close togather {2-4'
apar for shrubs, 3-10' apart for treas depending an the
specles) and iregularly spaced. The symbols used do
not represent any particular species, but intendto
iiustrate this clustering strategy, which mimics the drilts
and groupings of plant species as thay occur in natura.
Consult the accompanying plant fist and the cross
seclion shown above to put plants In tha right place with
regard to soil moislure, Species that prefer moister soil
regimes should be planled downslope towards the
slough where molsture Is greater. Lkewise, plants thal
need drier growing conditions should be planted higher
on the hank

PLAN VIEW (SCALE: 1°=20))



SKAGIT COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

RON WESEN, First District
KENNETH A. DAHLSTEDT, Second District
SHARON D. DILLON, Third District

June 19, 2014

Puget Sound Partnership
326 East D Street
Tacoma, WA 98421

Re: Skagit County’s Comments Regarding Puget Sound Partnership Leadership
Council's Proposed Resolution 2014-02 Funding Alignment with Salmon
Recovery

In response to Puget Sound Partnership's draft resolution 2014-02 addressing Funding
Alignment with Salmon Recovery the Skagit County Board of Commissioners would like to
comment in regard to potential unintended consequences of this proposed action.

In Skagit County, we represent a diverse watershed that supports the largest run of wild Chinook
in the Puget Sound as well as healthy runs of Pink; Coho; Chum; Sockeye, Bull trout and Searun
Cutthroat. The Board of Skagit County Commissioners has consistently supported salmon
recovery efforts. In fact, we reauthorized our Clean Water Program this month. The Clean
Water Program generates more than $1.3 million annuvally to address restoration and water
quality issues,

The Board of County Commissioners coordinates the Farmland Legacy Program, a special tax
levy that purchases development rights on agricultural land preventing urban encroachment
both on farmland and critical areas that could be affected by this resolution.

Each year, we partner with tribes and non-profit organizations to leverage state and federals
efforts to improve water quality and improve habitat. We have consistently committed monetary
resources and staff time to be good partners to make significant progress in the Skagit basin.

Our concern about the draft resolution is that it would discourage voluntary engagement by
landowners, hindering progress and community momentum in attaining our mutual goals. The
buffer requirements outlined in the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's
(NOAA) Interim Plan would have prevented many of our successful projects from being
implemented and would discourage many private property owners from participating,

Landowner cooperation is essential for suecessful projects. Qur Natural Resources Stewardship
Program, funded by the Department of Ecology with a 25 percent County match has successfully
protected 34,813 feet of stream bank with enhanced tiparian buffers, planted more than 22,000
trees, protected 51 acres, installed large woody debris in 100 locations and enhanced three
livestock crossings. With the proposed resolution’s restrictions on state funding, this program
would not have gotten off the ground, nor would we have applied for the grants or made the
$200,000 match from Skagit County funds. Since this program started, three subsequent grants

SKAGIT COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING
1800 CONTINENTAL PLACE. SUITE 100, MOUNT VEANON, WA 98273  PHONE(360) 336-9300 FAX (360)336-9307
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have been acquired and additional county funds have been expended. With new strings attached
to these dollars many landowners would not have enrolled.

Adding additional strings to state and federal dollars would mean fewer projects on the ground.
With the significant financial matches and commitment of staff to these programs, these aren't
“capacity” dollars needed for essential services provided by county government. Receiving these
dollars and putting them on the ground is a huge commitment of local resources, where we
provide the match and the actual work on the ground. Restoration of Puget Sound and our
depleted salmon runs will not be accomplished by limiting restoration opportunities to anly
those private landowners willing or able to provide large buffers widths.

We appreciate your policy people in their efforts to build consensus on solutions but we do not
see this resolution accomplishing that. Qur commitment to the Puget Sound Partnership and
salmon restaration efforts in Skagit County would not be enhanced by the signing of this
resolution.

We have a successful track record of working with property owners to improve water quality and
enhance salmon habitat. We are building momentum ard building public trust. We feel that
approving this resolution would have a negative impact on our ability to continue our
restoration efforts in Skagit County.

Respectfully,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SK&GIT COUNTY WASHINGTON

‘RPWesen. Chmr S !

'Kénneth A. Dahlstedt, Commissioner

Sharon D. Dillon, Commissioner

cc: Dan Berentson, Skagit County Public Works Director



HamEton, Dominisue {PSP)

From: pgypsy@wavecable.com

Sent: Friday, June 20, 2014 8:41 AM

To: Hampton, Dominique {PSP)

Subject: NMFS Resolution Endorsement from PSP Leadership Council

| am still not sure | have seen the NMFS Interim Buffer Guidelines referred to in the resolution and |
do not know how anyone else invited to comment would be able to see them either.

! do support the Council endorsing the use of science-proposed buffers along streams, waterways,
ditches and such that have the potential to transport agricultural poliution into larger state waters and

shelifish beds. Even this baby step of tying that use to accepting federal incentive money is going in
the right direction,

I would even prefer they endorse stronger legisiation requiring such sclence-proven buffers — period,
not just for use in accepting federal incentive money. Agriculture is about the only industry or activity

that is not required to have some sort of anti-pollution permit. Our state could become a leader in this
effort,

Lastly | would like to see the Stormwater Research activity at the Puyallup Research Center
expanded to include some broad, serious, robust efforts at advancing the science of buffers in NW
Washington. It's a natural next step there and could go a long ways at breaching the divide between
agriculture and “"environmentalists” ... 1 believe the Leadership Council could easily encourage some
of the Puget Sound Fix-up monay to be sent to that effort.

Thanks — Peter Haase, Bow, Wa.



STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

PO Bax 47600 » Olympia, WA 98504-7600 « 360-407-6000
711 for Washington Relay Service « Persons with a speech disahility can call 877-833-6341

June 24, 2014

Ms. Dominique Hampton
Special Assistant to the Boards
Puget Sound Partnership

326 East D Street

Tacoma, WA 98421

Dear Ms. Hampton:

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the proposed Puget Sound Partnership's
Leadership Council resolution conceming Funding Alignment with Salmon Recovery. We write
in support of the resolution and the need to increass protection and accountability for riparian
projects. While the state has made progress on improving water quality and salmon habitat,
significant challenges remain. Increased riparian protection and restoration is needed to achieve
water quality and salmon recovery goals, This pest year the Depariment of Ecology (Ecology)
adopted the interim minimum guidelines pursuant to EPA and NOAA direction.

Incentive programs are often the first tool the state uses to encourage on-the-ground
environmental improvements. With limited resources it is important to spend public money on
projects that promote compliance with Washington’s water quality standards, and protect salmon
and their habitat. Science based minimum guidelines, as embodied in the NOAA guidance,
promote accountability and ensure that the most cffective projects are implemented with public
dollars. Without minimum stendards we risk investing in projects that do not support attainment
of water quality standards and adequate protection of salmon and shellfish. Clear standards
ensure profective projects receive funding. As the agency responsible for regulating water
quality and implementing water quality standards that set important criteria for salmon and
shellfish protection, we think that grant programs that are designed to meet the science and water
quality standards provide the best investment of public funds.

While recognizing that each funding program will have its own specific eligibility requirements,
we see significant benefits to better aligning voluntary incentive programs with the
recommendations. In addition to having a consistent message about what is needed to achieve
salmon recovery and water quality goals, aligning programs with the guidance would support a
better integration of the numerous programs and efforts aimed at salmon recovery, protection of
shellfish beds, habitat protection and water quality protection. Support from the Leadership
Council would help encourage consistency and beiter integration of important state initiatives.




Ms, Dominique Hampton
June 24, 2014
Page 2

Finally, we also support efforis to improve data collection. Improved data collection will assist
future evaluations of the effectiveness of incentive programs at meeting water quality standards
and salmon recovery goals.

Again, thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the Puget Sound Partnership's
Leadership Council’s resolution concerning Funding Alignment with Salmon Recovery, We
support the adoption of the Funding Alignment with Salmon Recovery resolution. As outlined
above, the minimum guidelines are science based, ensure accountability, support funding for the
best projects, provides consistency across incentive programs, and provides a meaningful
illustration about what is needed to achieve both water quality and salmon recovery goals.

If you have questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact Ben Rau at (360)-

407-6551 or ben.rau@ecy.wa.gov.

Sincerely,
Z J

Ki lly Susewind
Special Assistant to the Director

cc; Ben Rau, Ecology



Hampton, Dominique (PSP) ——o————— e —

From: Mark Powell <mark@wecprotects.org>

Sent Tuesday, June 24, 2014 3:01 PM

To: Hampton, Dominique (PSP)

Subject: Re: Public Comment Opportunity on PSP Leadership Council Resolution 2014-02 -

Funding Alignment with Salman Recovery

Leadership Council members,

The resolution (Resolution 2014-2, Funding Alignment with Salmon Recovery) put forth by the Northwest
Indiani Fisheries Commission reflects the important need to afign public funding for valuntary incentive
programs with effective approaches for improving aquatic ecosystem function. WEC agrees that we need
greater accountability on how these hard won dollars are spent, and we support the proposal.

Applying scientifically sound riparian buffer conditions to publicly-funded voluntary improvement projects can
provide meaningful incentives to improve riparian habitat and water quality; such improvements are needed if
we are to achieve our shared goal of improving the Puget Sound ecosystem.

Our understanding of this proposal is that it would not undermine state or lacal regulations that may require
wider riparian buffers in some circumstances, and it would be useful to clarify this point.

This type of resolution and effort may be beneficial for restoring and recovering Puget Sound. WEC suggests a
process where performance of publicy funded voluntary buffer projects can be reviewed and discussed to
determine if funding approaches or other modifications are needed. Thank you for considering our comments
and we would be happy to answer any questions about our views.

Regards,
Mark Powell

Puget Sound Program Director
Washington Environmental Council

Mark Powell | Puget Sound Program Director
Washington Environmental Council
phone 206.631.2611

emall mark@wecprotects,org | web www.wecprotects.org
office 1402 Third Avenue | Suite 1400 | Seattle, WA 98101

WaSHINGTON
ENVIRONMENTAL
CounciL
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American Farmland Trust
SAVING THE LAND THAT SustaINs Us

Ms. Martha Kongsgaard, Chair
Puget Sound Partnership Leadership Council
Tacoma, Washington

May 29, 2014
Dear Ms. Kongsgaard,

I am writing today in opposition to the proposed resolution 2014-02 regarding
funding alignment with salmon recovery that is currently before the Leadership
Council.

American Farmland Trust is wholly in support of larger and more effective riparian
buffers on salmon-bearing streams in farm and ranch communities. We have
actively worked on more effective farm buffers through the Pioneers in
Conservation small grant program, which has allocated million of dollars to on-farm
conservation projects on salmon bearing streams since 2005, as well as through
substantial technical assistance and on-the-ground restoration initiatives on farms.

The success of these efforts, and those of our many partners, begins with an
appreciation that landowner participation is entirely voluntary. Farmers and
ranchers must feel that it is in their best interest to participate and that restoration
can be accommodated within their fundamental goals for agricultural production.

It has been fairly easy to find farmers and ranchers willing to host restoration
prajects on their land, even though doing so can require modifying agricultural
operations and sharing in project costs. This work has long been constrained
primarily by the very small pools of funding available to support conservation
programs on agricultural land. AFT and our partners could do vastly more of this
work if we had the resources and it is exciting to Imagine how effective these efforts
could be if they were adequately funded.

While the NMFS-recommended buffers make perfect sense as a goal, they are likely
to be counter-productive if used to condition funding programs. Recent experience
with NRCS EQIP grant programs confirms what we have heard from farmers and
ranchers: high minimum standards for federal and state cost-sharing programs will
discourage many from participating. While the few who opt in to programs
designed this way will have large buffers, the withdrawal of critical cost-sharing
dollars from the others - the majority of farmers and ranchers - will result in fewer



and smaller buffers elsewhere. Itis hard to imagine a strong scientific argument for
this outcome.

We think that a strong case can be made that a higher environmental benefit can be
achieved at a lower cost if conservation investments are concentrated in key
locations in agricultural landscapes rather than spread far and wide, and have been
field-testing methods for identifying priority parcels in the Nooksack and
Snohomish basins. Some places appear to need NMFS-grade buffers far more than
others. The winning combination on buffers would appear to include a scientifically
robust targeting method, a very compelling set of incentives for landowner
participation, and flexible standards that would allow the restoration prescription
to be customized to the unique circumstances of the farm and ranch landscape. We
would be enthusiastic about working with the Puget Sound Partnership to design
and implement such a system.

We are convinced that farmers and ranchers can play a very constructive rele in
Puget Sound recovery and that they are eager to do so if programs are appropriately
crafted to advance their environmental and agricultural goals. We lock forward to
working with you on refining the buffer strategy to accomplish this. Thank you for
the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Dennis Canty
Pacific Northwest Director
American Farmland Trust
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Tuesday, June 24, 2014

Puget Sound Partnership

Attn: Ms. Dominique Hampton, Special Assistant to the Boards
326 East D Street

Tacoma, WA 98421

YIA E-mail Dominigue hamplon(@psp.wa.pov

RE: Skagitonians to Preserve Farmland’s (SPF) Comments Regarding
Puget Sound Partnership Leadership Council’s Proposed Resolution
2014-02 Funding Alignment with Salmon Recovery

Dear Ms. Hampton:

| want to thank you and the Leadership Council for the opportunity 1o
comment on proposcd Resolution 2014-02 calling for the compulsory
application of NOAA’s buffer table recommendations to voluntary steward
programs applied to agricultural resource lands within Puget Sound.

Continued conversion of our farmland has put the agricultural industry in
Puget Sound at serious risk. Qur farmed lands, in addition to providing food
and fiber, supply scenic open space, foster tourism, provide forage and
shelter for wildlife and help filter impuritics from our air and water. Fair
and cqual consideration needs to be established between the preservation of
our State's farm and ranch lands and the protection of our State's other
critical areas and environmental resources. The Growth Management Act
(GMA) requires the designation and protection of our agricultural resources
lands in addition to other critical arcas.’

However, to date, the bulk of the land use and environmental policy
promulgated in Washington State has devalued our agricultural resource
lands. This has resulted in our agricultural lands becoming the consumptive
land base for all other uses; public open spaces, residential expansion,
commercial and industrial expansion and for habitat restoration.

» The Puget Sound region has lost 60% of its farmland since 1950,

® Since the passage of the Growth Management Act (GMA) from 2001 1o
2006 approximately 4,300 acres farmland has been converted to
impesrvious surfaces in Puget Sound.’

VRCW 36 70A.060 and RCW 160 TOA 070{5){c)(v).

} Losing Ground: Farmiand Protection in the Puget Sound Regions. (pp 6} American Fannload Trust 2012

' 2011 Inplesnetation Status Assessment Final Reporl. A Qualitative Assexsment uf Implementation of the Puget Sound
Chincok Salmon Recavery Plan - A Repont to the National Mariae Fisheries Service. Page |5




In recent years the PSP has recognized that a strutegic purt of its plans for improving
the health of Puget Sound and the recovery of sabmon includes the protection of our
farmlands. Policy guidunce [rom the Puget Sound Partnership 2012-2013 Action Agendu
to better protect agricultural lands, in part states:

Maintaining the vibrancy of agriculture is crucial to reco vering Pugel Svumd and
instrumental in providing a high quality of life in the region. . . . The continued loss of
Jarms in the region and conversion to non-farm uses Is not only detrimentul to
individual farmers and to the regional farm econom 1y, but is detrimental to the
recovery of Puget Sound. * -

Both the Washington State Department of Eeology (Ecology) and the Legislature have
rccognized the continuing loss of farmland in Washington is a serious issue. [n 2010
Ecology wrote and published guidance on Impacts to Agricultural Lands, [n 2012 the
Legislature passed SB 6082, codified as RCW 43.21C.011, declaring it is now:

+ .- . the policy of the state to identify and take into account the adverse effects of
these actions on the preservation and conservation of agricultural lands; to consider
allernative actions, as appropriate, that could lessen such adverse effects; and to
assure that such actions appropriately mitigate for unavoidable impacits to
agricultural resources . . .

[n 2013 the Governor established o new Working and Natural Lands Priority to:

* [ncrease the net statewide acreage dedicated to warking farms from 7.237 million
ta 7.347 million by 2020.

*  Maintain current level of statewide acreage dedicated to working farms with no net
loss through 2015.°

Finally, Ecology amended the State Environmental Policy Act Checklist on May 10,
2014, in part, to better address impacts te agricultural resource lands as dirccted by the
Legislature pursuant to RCW 43,21C.011(2) and (3).

Given the above, the PSP has a public responsibility - iF not a legal duty - to develop
new policies and programs, as well as to balance existing policies and programs, 1o
address the legislative intent of RCW 36.70A.060, RCW 360.70A.070{5)(c}(v), RCW
43.21C.011 and the Governor's Working and Natural Lands goals identified in Results
Washingion, with the State's other priorities.

SPF recognizes the importance of tribal concerns regarding tribal treaty rights and

salmon protection in Puget Sound. SPF also recognizes the importance and duty for the
agricultural community in Puget Sound to be a strotegic partner in cfforts to help ia the
recovery of Puget Sound. In Skagit County, the agricultural community is a proud and

' Pugel Sound Parinership. The 201272013 Action Ageria for Puget Soud  August 28, 2012 Page 51
} Results Washinglun Gonl 3 Outcome Miasurs 4 |
*tbid. Measure 4.1 2

www.shagitonians.org



committed partner in numerous efforts aimed at bulancing the multiple public
priorilies competing for use of privately owned agricultural land.

However, the policy framework behind the NOAA's recommended minimum buffer
requirements is ill-conceived and is implemented in and around agricultural lands with
little thought to cxisting land ownership and farming practices which have kept
impervious surfaces off hundreds of thousands of acres of farmland within Puget Sound
while contributing positively, to a very large degree, to the overall health of Puget
Sound.

It is known and understood that requiring mandatory buffer widths in voluntary
stewardship programs do not lead to the resource management outcomes desired.
Please refer to analysis done by King County’s Water and Land Resources Division on
the implications of mandatory minimum buffer guidelines to Ecology’s grant program.
In that analysis it is documented that fewer landowners participale and less acres of
habital is protected or restored when mandatory minimums are required. Also refer to
local conservation districts who have reported time and time again, that landowner

participation drops off once mandatory minimum buffer widths become requirements
of voluntary stewardship programs.

[n Skagit Counly the agricultural community has cntered into numerous voluntary
programs to improve water quality and habitat function within Skagit County’s
agricultural areas. Some of these agreements include, but are not limiied to:

& The Drainage Fish Initiative (DF1), a model agreement entered into in 2005
which is now being replicated in Snohomish County.

» The Tidegate Fish [nitiative (TFI), a voluntary agreement which is facilitating
the creation of Chinook habitat on private land pursuant to the Skagit Chinook
Recovery Plan.

* The Farms, Fish, Flood Initialive (3FI), which is the result of the highly
successful Fisher Slough Habitat Restoration Project und which Ecology's new
Floodplain By Design program is being modeled.

* The Clean Samish Initiative, which is using voluntary stewardship programs to
successfully identify and address watcr quality concerns and which is leading to

improvements in water quality and habitat function. To date the Clean Samish
[nitiative has:

¢ Protected 2,909 acres by resource management plans.
* Engaged 2,207 cilizens in water quality workshops.
* Protected 1,707 acres with nutrient managemeat plans.

e Inspecled over 1,584 residential on-site septic systems.

www.skagitonians.org



» Planted over 164 ncres of riparian bulfers.
¢ Repaired or replaced 115 on-site septic systems,

¢ Provided 55 landowners with technical ussistance to improve water
quality.

¢ Conducted 27 water qualily workshops.
s Protected over 23.66 miles of stream with farm plans.
e Installed 17 pet waste stations and 12 portabie toilets.

[n addition, (hrough work initialed by Skagit County’s Natural Resources Stewardship
Program, Skagit County has successfully protected approximately 35,000 fect of stream
bank with riparian plantings, planted more than 22,000 trees, instalied large woody
debris in 100 locations and enhanced three livestock crossings.

The common element in all of the above is that it has been done through veluntary
stewardship and cooperation with willing landowners. The State Supreme Court has
already established that agricultural lands are gencrally exempt from mandatory buffer
requirements. The resolution under consideration rejects the State Supseme Court’s
ruling and presumes all agricultural landowners arc guilty of waler qualily violations
and presumes all agricultural acuvnty harms fish, threatens salmon recovery and
therefore impairs treaty nghts when in fact, in ncarly all cases, agricultural land
owners arc doing nothing wrong.

Forcing mundatory buffers widihs on voluntary stewardship programs creates an “all
or nothing"” approach Lo the science of natural resource manugement and sacrifices the
good in a vain atiempt to achieve the perfecl. The Skagit and Samish Deltos are
complex landscapes wilth many natural resource management issues that must be
managed by multiple partners, including nearly 30 individual special purpose taxing
districts that operate under 0 myriad of State stalules and authorities such as RCW
Title 85 and Title 86,

These special purpose taxing districts operate and manage man-made and modified
natural waler courses within specific rights-of-way that they own outright or have
prescriptive rights and easements for purposes of managing and maintaining
infrastructure for drainage, irrigation and Aood control. Landowners, apencies and
organizalions desiring to undertake voluntary projects within and along infrastructurc
owned and maintained by these special taxing districts must also obtain permissions
and approvals from these special taxing districts. Additionally, projects proposed
within these areas must be designed and maintained so as not to interfere and/or
prevent the legislatively mandated dutics and functions of these specia) taxing districts.

7 | arry Wassenman, lefierlo US Environmenial Protection Agency (EPA), Washinglon State Depastment of Ecology and t1s National
Oceanic and Atmosplieric Adminisiration {NOAA) Restomtinn Center, May 21,2002

www.skagitonians.orp



Finaily, many miles of this managed infrastructure has never been accessed by salmon,
Applying an administratively established minimum buffer width in areas where salmon
have never been and/or thrived will deliberately foster ill-will and create disincentives
for agricultural landowner participation in higher priority habitat restoration projects
in the future,

Mandatory minimum buffers widths is a one-size-fits-all solution 1o a problem that, in
many cascs, has not been adequately identified, resulting in single resource
management outcomes and often creating unintended management challenges.
Mandatory minimum buffer widths focus principally on one performance metric,
resulting in a distorted sense of a project’s cffectiveness in achieving recovery goals.
Nearly all natural resource management organizations utilize best available science to
establish meaningful riparian buffers which arc related to the peography of a sile and
the specific resource management objectives to be achieved. Sctting a policy to
establish mandalory minimum buffer widths, while easy to ndminister, ignores the
complexity and science around effective ripariun restoration and management.

Skagitonians to Preserve Farmland respectfully requests the PSP Leadership Council
reject the resolution under consideration, a resofution which, from a broad public
policy perspective, proposes to penalize tens of thousands of landowners throughout
Puget Sound who have been protecting and stewarding their private lands to produce
feod and fiber while also providing proven enviroamental benefits thet contribute
positively to the health of Puget Sound. We don’t penalize Good Sumaritans who help
people in distress. Why do we wanl to penalize apricultural landowners who waat to
volunteer to help improve water quality and habitat function?

Thank you again for allowing this opportunity to provide public comment on the
proposed resolution. {fyou have any questions or desire additional information about
our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me by phone at 360.336.3974 or by e-
mail at allenr@skagitonians.org.

Sincany
Hl—A
Altcn Rozema

Executive Dircctor

www.skagitonians.org



Hameton, Dominiﬂue (PSP)

From: John Stuhimiller <JStuhimiller@wsfb.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 24, 2014 3:55 PM

To: Hampton, Dominique (PSP)

Cc Grayum, Michael (PSP}, Johnson, Eric; Bill Ruckelshaus; Xern, Michael; Rich Innes; Clark,

Mark {(SCC); Shultz, Ron (SCC); David Vogel; Streuli, Mark {AGR); Susewind, Kelly (ECYY;
Phillips, Keith (GOVY; Jennifer Austin
Subject: FW: Washington Farm Bureau Comment on PSP Leadership Council Resolution 2014-02
Attachments: Ag Summit Buffer letter to Congress.pdf; Snohomish Basin Riparian Buffer letter.pdf;
Cowlitz Tribal letter on Riparian Buffers[2).pdf

FED WASHINGTON
. FARM BUREAU

Dear Puget Sound Partnership Leaders:

On behalf of Washington Farm Bureau’s more than 41,000 members, | write to
respectfully request that the Puget Sound Partnership not impose proposed
buffer-width preconditions on PSP program funding. Washington’s farm and ranch
families take pride in their environmental stewardship, and many look forward to
working with tribal and environmental leaders to promote environmental
enhancements. However, Washington’s agricultural community is deeply
concerned about this PSP proposal.

This PSP proposal starts by taking too much. It then creates an overly cumbersome
process to provide a potential (but completely uncertain) measure of relief from
undue burdens. This approach does not work for producers on the ground. It is
backward because it ignores the need for a roughly proportional nexus between
concerns and conditions. Worse, unlike NRCS standards, the PSP-proposed
standards are not supported by credible peer-reviewed science.

The PSP proposal is also counter-productive. The proposed minimum width buffer
guidelines mirror the approach recently taken by NOAA Fisheries and EPA with
regard to National Estuary Program funding. These NEP preconditions destroyed
producer participation because the buffer widths presumptively take far too much
prime farmland out of production per buffered mile, without incentives to
compensate for the productive land lost.



Thus, preconditioning funding with unwarranted buffer conditions simply ensures
that the funds will not be spent on restoration activities on agricultural lands.
Destabilizing conservation incentive programs, which have historically been used
to improve environmental outcomes on working lands, is fiscally and
environmentally irresponsible.

In contrast, NRCS standards reflect balance between conservation incentives and
trusted, science-based conditions. This workable approach promotes participation
and spreads good environmental outcomes across the landscape. This is why the
agricultural community worked closely with tribal, county and environmental*
interests to create the Voluntary Stewardship Program. VSP, which passed
Washington's legislature with very strong bipartisan support, is about
programmatically protecting critical areas associated with agricultural activities
and promoting voluntary enhancement opportunities, while also maintaining and
enhancing the economic viability of agriculture.

Without profitability, the open spaces of Washington’s farms and ranches will
continue to get paved over and converted into subdivisions. Trusted local food
production will continue to get displaced by food grown elsewhere with little or no
regulation. To preserve the state’s agricultural land base for generations to come,
these two objectives — environmental and agrlcultural improvement — must be
seen as mutually reinforcing.

To that end, we have been asked to attach a letter signed by a coalition of
agricultural organizations to help PSP leadership understand the broad agricultural
opposition to these proposed buffer preconditions. Please consider the attached
letter — entitled "A Joint Plea to the Washington Congressional Delegation from
the Major Agricultural Associations in Washington State” — as also being applicable
to this PSP Proposal.

We are also attaching letters to the Salmon Recovery Funding Board from Terry

Williams of the Tulalip Tribes (which Mr. Williams sent on behalf of the Snohomish

Basin Salmon Recovery Forum), and from Cowlitz Tribe Restoration Ecologist Eli

Asher. Mr. Williams relates concern that minimum buffer width guidelines “may

result in the Snohomish Basin (and other basins) falling further behind in

implementation targets” for Puget Sound Salmon Recovery. Similarly, as Mr. Asher
2



explains, “local and regional processes are already working,” and the proposed
buffer policy “ignores natural site processes,” “alienates willing landowners,” and
“promotes perfection at the expense of the good.” These SRFB letters, which
articulate the rationale behind our shared concerns, are also on point regarding
this PSP proposal.

Thank you for considering these concerns. Please accept them in the spirit of
cooperation and hoped-for collaboration. We look forward to working with you to
promote improved environmental and agricultural outcomes moving forward.

Please let us know what Washington Farm Bureau can do to help.

Sincerely,
y"

John Stuhimiller
Chief Executive Officer

Cell: 360.870.6017
Office: 360.528.2903

This e-mail message may contain privileged and/or confidential information, and is intended to be received only by
persons entitled to receive such information. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender
immediately. Please delete it and all attachments from any servers, hard drives or any other media. Other use of this e-
mail by you s strictly prohibited.

meﬁ Hamptan, Dt.:omlntque (PSP)
Sent: Wednesday, June 11, 2014 3:45 PM
Tot Hampton, Dominique (PSP)

Subject: Public Comment Opportunity on PSP Leadership Council Resolution 2014-02 - Funding Alignment with Salmon
Recovery

To Interested Parties:

The Puget Sound Partnership’s Leadership Council is soliciting comments on a resolution proposed by the
Northwest Indian Fisheries Cammission supporting the use of minimum riparian buffers for voluntary
incentive funding programs. The NWIFC requested that the Leadership Council consider such a resolution at
their May meeting. However, because many interested parties wanted more time to comment to the



June 7, 2013 Letter to Washington State Congressional Delegation -

Federal Conservation Program Restrictions

A Joint Plea to the Washington Congressional Delegation from the
Major Agricultural Associations in Washington State,

RE: Federal Conservation Programs

June 7, 2013

U.S. Senator Patty Murray

U.S. Senator Maria Cantwell

U.S. Representative Suzan DelBene

U.S. Representative Rick Larsen

U.S, Repregeatative Jaime Hererra Beutler
U.S. Representative Doc Hastings

U.S. Representative Cathy McMorris Rodgers
U.S. Representative Derek Kilmer

U.S. Representative Jim McDermott

U.S. Representative Dave Reichert

U.S. Representative Adam Smith

U.S. Representative Denny Heck

Dear Senators and Representatives:

As representatives of the agricultural community in Washington State, we are concemed about
recent conditions being pleced on participation.in federal conservation programs,

We zre concerned that these conditions will make it too costly and harmful for agricultural

producers to participate in various conservation programs, lending to less benefit to producers
and the environment.

In a letter to USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service and EPA;NOAA Regiopal
Administrator Will Stelle again insisted upon large buffers on agriculturat lands that were
determined to be economically unacceptable and environmentally unnecessary during the
Agriculture, Fish and Water (AFW) process more than 10 years ago.

These proposed buffers could reach widths of two hundred feet or more, depending on water
typing. Since these buffers are applied to each side of a stream or river, this would result in a
total buffer of more than four bundred feet. At the maximum buffer width on agricultural land,
nearly 50 acres of land could be taken out of production per mile.

Whether these restrictions are applied in the Puget Sound region or anywhere in the state, they
will be an extreme discouragement to participation in federal conservation programs.

1



lune 7, 2013 Letter to Washington State Congresslonzl Delegation —
Federal Conservation Program Restrictions 2

Washington State is second pnly to California in terms of agricultural diversity, There are more
than 300 unique commodities grown in our stdte. Some operations require thousands of acres to
remain economically viable, while others can thrive on just five acres.

Requiring large buffers as & condition of participaling in federal programs will result in limiting
participation to only those who no longer have an interest in the economic viability of productive
farmland.

These large buffers were rejected for both economic and scicntific rensons more than 10 years
ago. The reasons for rejecting them are as valid today as they were at the time of their proposal.

To make matters worse, federal agencies are beginning to apply these large buffers as a
conditioned (or pre-requisite) practice, mandating its implementation as a condition of receiving
conservation funding for other nceded practices. (This was the case for the NRCS 2013 EQIP
Puget Sound salmon recovery initiative, which required use of the NOAA buffer.) Wherea
producer normally hes a choice about implementing a practice, this mandate would remove the
producer’s choice, other than to decline to participate in the program at all. The cxpected loss of
participation will be a disastrous turn for the Farm Bill conservation title and state and local
conservation programs. Farmers will simply refuse to participate with this type of coercion.

The agricultural community has participated in numerous efforts to create flexible conservation
and voluntary stewardship programs that will work for agriculture and meet local and state goals
to improve the environment.

Recently, our agricultural community worked with tribal, county and environmental interests ta
create the Voluntary Stewardship Program (VSP).

The VSP is modeled after successful local efforts in the Nisqually, Walla Walla, Snohomish,
Upper Coiumbia, Dungeness and many other areas. In each area, local stekeholders worked
together to lay their interests on the table and work together to achieve progress for all of those
interests,

Our vision with the VSP is to see productive and viable agricultuse and a healthy environment.
These are not mutually exclusive outcomes,

Rigidly clinging to old ideas and old demands will leave us in a political and legal system that
wastes millions of dollars in the courtrooms instead of spending resources working cooperatively
to ensure positive outcomes for agriculture and the environment.

‘Your leadership is necessary to ensure the viability of important federnl conservation programs
and maintain their valuc to the diversity of Washington State agricuiture.

We nsk you to engage with the agencies to rein in these recent restrictions that will make federal
conservation programs less successful.

Sincerely,



June 7, 2013 Letter to Washington State Congressional Delegation -
Federal Conservation Program Restrictions

Washingtan State Dairy Federation

Washington State Farm Bureau

Columbia-Snake River Irrigators Association
Washington Cattle Feeders Association
Washington Cattlemen s Association

Washington Friends of Farms & Foresis
Washington State Sheep Producers Association
Washington State Grange

Washington Blueberry Commission

Cattle Producers of Washington

Washington Growers Clearing House Association
Washington State Nursery and Landscape Association
Ag., Water & Power Users of Eastern Washington
Washington Asparagus Commission

Hop Growers of Washington

Association of Washington Aerial Applicators
Washington State Horticultural Association
Yakima Valley Growers-Shippers Association
Washington Association of Wheat Growers
Northwest Dairy Assaciation

Wenatchee Valley Traffic Association

Far West Agribusiness Association

Washington Turfgrass Seed Commission
Washington Canola/Rapeseed Commission
Washington State Potato Commission

Western Washington Agricultural Association
Oregon-Washington Pea Growers Association
Northwest Bulb Growers Association

Washington Association of Wine Grape Growers

C: DOE Director Maia Bellon
WSDA Director Bud Haver
Conservation Commission Executive Director Mark Clark
NRCS Washington State Conservationist Roylene Rides at the Door
Bill Ruckelshaus, the Ruckelshaus Center
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SNOHOMISH BASIN SALMON RECOVERY FORUM

May 1, 2014
I
OO T TR T ianTo O i

Dear Salmon Recovery Funding Board Members;

The Snohomish Basin Salmon Recovery Forum (Forum) would like to thank you for your
waork and commitment to support the recovery of Puget Sound Chinook salmon. We
appreclate the support you have given to Snchomish projacts In the past and recognize the
essential funding role you play In advancing the recavery goals in each watershed.

The Farum was formed in 1998 to coordinate the effective implementation of salmon
recavery efforts in the Snohomish Basin, and develop the Snohomish River Basin Salman
Conservation Plan in 2005. The Forum has 41 members Including high level deciston-making
representatives from the 14 munlcipalities within the watershed, King and Snohomish
Countles, the Tulalip Tribes, seven special purpose districts, 11 special Interest groups
including four farmers and three citizens as well as representatives from federal and state
agencies.

A critical component of the work supported by this group Is habltat restoration actions
consistent with the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan. The success that the Snohomish
Basin has had in achleving progress towards habitat benchmarks is largely due to the strong
cross-sector partnerships that result in on-the-ground projects, Hawaver, the Snohomish
8asin remalns behind schedule on implementation of our recovery actions, We believe the
recent SRFB proposal to implement guidelines for minimum buffer widths far projects with
a specific objective to improve riparlan habitat may result in the Snohomish Basin further
falling behind in Implementation targets.

The Farum recognizes the importance and [ntent of buffer widths that protect critical
ecological functlons, including shade and groundwater filtration. The Forum is working with
partners to develop creative solutions in order to achieve these ecological functions and

maintain support all Forum partner goals, The Forum asks that these project-specific

decisigns be left to the technical experts and SRFB-committae members in the Snohomish
Basln.

A recent project proposal by watershed partners submitted to the NEP Watershed Grant
program In the French Creek Basin worked to address creative ways to achleve the
ecological function while retalning agricultura production goals. This project partnership,
grown out of the Snohomish Sustainable Lands Strategy, consists of the Snohemish
Conservation District, Tulalip Tribes, Forterra, and local farmers. The partners were
disappointed to hear that despite receiving funding for most components of the proposal,
the groundbreaking and carefully crafted solutions for riparian buffers was excluded for
funding due to similar riparian buffers policles adapted by Department of Ecology. Thisis

t/o Snohomish Gounty + 3000 Rochefeller Avenue, Mf5 607 + Everelt WA 98201
4?75 3AR 14hd - wwaw calmon e farswater infn



an example of where months of work resulted In fewer galns In an area that has historically
been extremely difficult to make any progress towards salmon recovery goats.

The Snohomish Forum appreciates the Board’s conslderation of these comments.

Sincerely,

—~ .
( Cr,,l.l&f) JZ_"AJ .G-\.-z_u....*_

*

Terry Willlams, Tulalip Trlbes
Snohomish Basin Salmon Recovery Forum Chair

cc
forum Members and Interested Parties



Cowlitz Indian Tribe

Natural Resources Department

Salmon Recovery Funding Board {via email)
policychunges @rco.wa.gov

April 30, 2014
RE: SRFB ripariun guideline cominents
Members ol the Saimon Recovery Funding Board:

Thank you for the opportunily to comment on the Board's decision(s) regarding the
establishment of riparian restoration guidelines for salmon recovery grants. {am
concerned that establishing minimum bufler widths will adversely affcct salmon recovery
efforts in the state. 1 have based my comments on a decade of proposing, manuging, and
reviewing hundreds of habitat restoration projects throughout Washington und Oregon.

Question 1: Should the board adopt guidelines for mininum buffer widths for projects
with a specific ohjective 1o improve riparian habitat? If yes, should the puidelines apply
to Puget Sound only, western Washingron only, or statewide?

I respectfully recommend thal the board avoid adopting any policy regarding minimum
bulfer widths. £ have three primury concerns with the proposed policy: first, the policy
ignores nalural site processes; second, the policy alicnates willing landowners; and third,
the policy promotes perfection at the cxpense of the good.

This policy ignores natursl site processes.

[ understand that guidelines must be general, These guidelines, however, emphasize one
metric—bulfer widith—while ignoring arguably more important factors. Most natural
resource management agencies employ complex methads to establish meaningful buffer
widths thot rclate to sitc potential tree heights, adjacent slope and aspect, stream type, and
stream size. The application of a one-size-fits-all bulfer ignores imporsant physicat
geography of the site.

Bulfer width is only one part of an effective riparian restorution project. Plant selection,
slem density, und maintenance can be more important than bu(fer width in establishing a
functional riparian corridor. Selting a policy establishing buffer widths ignores the
complexity of effective riparian restoration,

This policy alienates willing landowners.

The absucdity of an all-or-nothing approach will not be lost on lundowners, Under

current laws, agricultural lunds are generally exempt from riparian buffer requisements.
Cowlitz Indiun Tribe Nutural Resources Dept

1055 9* Avennie - P.0O. Box 2547 - Longyiew, WA Y8632 - 160-453.9425
3 wwiw.cowlitzorg



Willing private landowners are thercfare basis for cnacting salmon recovery actions
throughout the state on agricultural lunds. Project sponsors work for years to develop
relationships with landowners, ofien resulting in incrementally increasing pruject scapes
as landowners become more comfortable with salmon recovery efforts. If the board
adopts this policy, it will send the message that willing landowners mwst bear the sole
responsibility for restoring salimon habitat while their neighbors continue to cultivate up
to the stream bank. Minimum standards belong in regulations—not voluntary programs,

This policy promotes perfection at the expense of the good.

My understanding is that NOAA and Ecology have identified these buffer widths as the
minimum to meet habitat goals for salmonids with regard to water quality and in-stream
woad contributions. In many cases, however, salmon recovery efforts are unable 10
uchieve full habitat benefits on a site. The board hus funded couniless projects over the
last decade that have acknowledped the necessiry coexistence of salmonids and
humans—levees are set back, not removed entirely; Puget Sound sharelines are soft-
armored rather than completely disarmed; and undersized culverts are repluced with
bridges or culverts adequately sized 1o pass fish, gravel, floods, and wood. In cuch of
these cases, the board tacitly agrees that ideal habitat restoration would remove the Jevee,
disurm the shoreline, and remove the entire road, but acknowledges the infeasibility of
sacrificing human use of the landscape for the sole henefit of salmonid populations,

Ripariun restoration projects are no different in that regard, As & project proponet
working with a private landowncr, my preference is to earoll the landowner in a program
that fully buffers the homeownee's stream frontage. In muny areas of the state, however,
this would completely preclude the landowner’s use of the property. Thirty-five foot
buffers on agricultural dilches would effectively render many parcels worthless os
agricultural pround. One-hundred-foot buffers would require abandonment of family
homes, bams, and sheds. Under currcnt guidance, larger bulfers arc preferred, but project
proponcns take what they can get—ten feet is better than aothing, and fifty feet is better
than ten. Project proponents currently have no incentive to minimize buffer widths, but
this policy implics thut a buffer of less than ideal width is not worthwhile.

Question 2: Whot constraints would be reasonable justification for smaller riparian
habitat buffers that are less than the guidelines?

By cstablishing minimum standards #nd requiring sponsors to justify actions, this policy
will have a chilling cffect on project proposals. The board is uniikely 1o colicct un
exhaustive list of instances where decreused buffer widihs are justifiable, but if such a list
cxisted, it would simply uct to make an already long and complex process more irduous
for potential project sponsors. The technical review panel already has the ability 10 deem
proposals projects of concern without the additional layers of burcaucracy created by this
policy. Please Ielthcm exercisc that discretion.

Question 4: Showdd the bourd enconrage prioritizing funding for riparion habitar prajects

that mevt the guidelines? If so, how could the bouard encourage such prioritizution of the
local, regional or state level?

Cowlitz Indiun Tribe Natural Resources Depr,
1055 " Avenue = P.O, Box 2547 ~ Lungview, WA Y8642 - 360-353.9425

whw cowliez arg



Regional and lead entity organizutions cusrently prioritize projects under the general
categorics of benefits to fish, certainty of success, and cast. In practice, projects
prioritized at the lead entity and state level afe rarely re-ordered or re-prioritized by the
board. This prescrves local priorities and allows Yocal and regional expests to decide
what actions are most appropriate at the project site. Technical review panel members
provide the board with a third-party check on the technical merit on u project-by-project
basis. In essence, the local and regional processes are already working—this policy is a
solution without a problem.

Respectiully, .

Eli Asher
Restoration Ecologist

Cowlitz Indinn Tribe Natural Resources Dept,
1055 ¥ Avenne - PO, Bax 2547 - Longview, WA 94612 - 160-153 9425
wwm itz org



King County

Water and Land Resources Division

Department of Natural Resources and Parks
King Street Center

201 South Jackson Street, Sulte 600
Seattle, WA 98104-3885

206-477-4BD0 Fax 206-296-0192
TTY Ralay: 711

June 24, 2014

Martha Kongsgaard, Chair
Puget Sound Leadership Couneil
326 East D Street

Tacoma, WA 98421

RE: Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission Proposed Resolution 2014-02 Funding

ignment with Salmon Recove
Dear Chair Kongsgaard:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Puget Sound Leadership Council’s (PSLC)
resolution, proposed by the Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission, supporting the use of
minimum riparian buffers for voluntary incentive funding programs based on the National
Marine Fisheries Service's (NMFS) guidance on riparian buffers, Though we support the
science behind the NMFS guidance, we think that using it as a one-size-fits-all approach to

increase buffer widths on critical stream habitat will actually result in less habitat restoration in
the fulure.

King County's Water and Land Resources (WLR) Division works to protect and restore
watershed conditions towards the goals of recovering thriving populations of salmon and
improving water quality. King County depends on federal and state grants such as the Puget
Sound Acquisition and Restoration program, National Estuary Program, Salmon Recovery
Funding Board (SRFB), Section 319 and Centennial Clean Water grants to match our local
funding to complete these projects. These grants, combined with other matching funds, have
resuited in over 1,000 acres of habitat protected and over 200 acres of habitat restored within
King County. With the help of these grants, we are making progress toward the PSLC’s salmon
recovery and Action Agenda goals, although much work remains to be done.

We share the concem aboul preventing land use conversion and degradation of habitat along
our salmon streams. In addition to our riparian restoration efforts, King County has taken
action to protect habital. We address concerns related to Jand use and conversion of land cover
through various programs. For example, the County's strong growth management policies have
led to 95% of new development focused in designated urban areas and our Transfer of
Development Rights program is further reducing development potential in the forested
headwaters as well as preventing conversion of farmland to more intense land uses. Our critical
areas regulations require protection of up to 165-foot buffers on aquatic areas for new
development and we continue to use various strategies to protect working forests and farms.



Martha Kongsgaard
June 24, 2014
Page 2

We recognize the imporiant science behind the NMFS guidance for larger buffer sizes. Large
forested buffers are necessary for the floodplain processes to occur that allow instream and
riparian salmon habitat to form naturaily. We also recognize the importance of tribal concerns
regarding habitat protection and tribal treaty rights. For example, King County, the Tulalip
Tribes and other partners supporied the Snohomish River Basin Salmon Conservation Plan
recommendation of protecting 150-foot riparian buffers on salmon bearing streams along with
considerations for viable agriculture and forestry production. .

King County also wants to preserve agricultural lands. We are undertaking a collaborative
cffort to achieve combined goals of farm preservation, salmon recovery and flood protection as
are other Puget Sound counties. The application of a one-size-fits-all approach for buffer width
will run counter to the good work that is emerging between these interests As a result, we do
not recommend the use of the NMFS guidelines exclusively to set minimum riparian buffer
requirements for voluntary grant-funded programs in agricultural areas, Furthermore, we
strongly believe that policy implementation will actually reduce future voluntary habitat
restoration actions. In 2014, some project partners have already approached King County
looking for public land to restore as they were unable to find willing landowners to plant the
larger buffers.

Therefore, we ask that the Council not pass this resolution as wrilten. Instead, we recommend
that the Council consider alternate resolution language (see Attachment A) that will provide
flexibility for local habitat conditions and visbie agricultural land use, as well as incorporate
local WRIA technical committee guidance and tribal input in the affected watershed. This
approach has been working well for the existing local and state SRFB review process which is
very thorough and sufficient to ensure that only habitat projects that meet salmon recovery
objectives will be funded through the SRFB.

Our experience is thal requiring larger buffer widths, specifically 100-foot buffers on satrnon
bearing rivers and streams, will mean that fewer private property owners will participate in
voluntary programs. If adopted, this resolution will have the unintended consequence of
reducing the overall amount of riparian buffers being planted. Many private landowners are not
willing or able to plant 100-foot buffers on fish bearing streams due to the loss of property for
other uses, infrastructure constraints or farmland preservation easements. Our experience
working with lendowners in agricultural areas over the last ten years is that the majority are
currently willing to plant at most 35-50 foot buffers. We assume this resolution only pertains to
agricultural lands and if the scope is intended for other land uses, we would like the opportunity
to comment on that separately.

Please also see the attached analysis done by King County’s WLR Division on the implications
of the federal buffer guidelines being applied to the Department of Ecology's grant programs.
Jean White, Regional Partoerships Unit Supervisor at WLR Division, previously shared this
analysis with the Council at your March 2014 meeting. Many of the findings from this analysis
apply to other federally funded grant programs as well.



Martha Kongsgaard
June 24, 2014
Page 3

Thank you for your leadership and on-going efforts to protect and restore Puget Sound. We
appreciate the Council's careful consideration of this important issue and our opportunity to
comment. If you have any questions regarding these comments or our attached analysis, please
contact me at (206) 477-4601 or Jean White at (206) 477-4846.

Sincerely,
/ Clicm
ark Isaacson

Director, King County Water and Land Resources Division

cc:  Sheida Sahandy, Executive Director, Puget Sound Partnership
Jeanette Dorner, Ecosystem & Salmon Recovery Program Director, Puget Sound
Partnership

Jean White, Regional Partnerships Unit Supervisor, King County WLR Division



Attachment A
King County’s Alternate Language for:

Puget Sound Leadership Council’s
Resclution 2014-02
Funding Alignment with Salmon Recovery

WHEREAS, the Action Agenda identifies a funding strategy that, in part, recognizes and supports
the importance of using existing funding more strategically and efficiently to carry out Puget
Sound recovery efforts; and )

WHEREAS, voluntary programs have become increasingty relied upon to support the recovery
and protection of Puget Sound; and

WHEREAS, funding for these programs should be aligned with the best available science so as to
achieve water quality standards, protect and restore shellfish beds, implement salmon recovery,
and when specified by a tribe, achieve ecosystem abjectives consistent with Traditional
Knowledge; and

WHEREAS, the Treaty Rights at Risk tnitiative Is a call to action, intended to galvanize and
energize response by federal, state, local and tribal governments and policy makers to reverse
the decline of salmon and their habitat; and

WHEREAS, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) identified interim minimum riparian
management recommendations applicable to agricultural lands for veluntary grant programs
operating in western Washington; and

WHEREAS, the Action Agenda recognizes that maintaining the vibrancy of agriculture is cr cial

1o recovering Puget Sound and instrumental in providing a high quality of life in the region; and
WHEREAS, the Action Agenda further recognizes the challenges faced by farms in the Puget

Sound reglon, and that the continued loss of farms is not only detrimental to individual farm

and to the regional farm economy:; but is detrimental to the recovery of Puget Sound; and

WHEREAS, the Action Agenda fyrther recognizes that where working lands are the same as
the lands needed for habitat restoration, more flexibility and creativity in conservation tools

may be needed to achieve both restoration and farmland protaction; and

WHEREAS, a priority of saimon conservatign plans produced in the Puget Sound region is the
preservation of open space and particularly working forests and agricultural lands; and

WHEREAS, the preservation of an agricultural gconomy is inseparably linked to the availability of
a viable land base for agricultural productign; and

WHEREAS, conservation of the agricultural land base and the habitat needed for healthy salmon

and other fish populations will be best achieved by flexible guidelines that consider the s ecifics

of the site and stream conditions, and recognizes the value of the agricultural land base; and,




WHEREAS, NMFS interim minimum riparian management recommendations included a
technical justification developed by NOAA's Northwest Fisheries Science Center, which must be
accarded deference under federal law; and

WHEREAS, voluntary incentive programs focused on protecting and restoring Puget Sound

habitat ard, aguatic resources and rural working lands should be coordinated to work
strategically and in conjunction with one another; and

WHEREAS, these programs should address and encourage the implementation of projects that
actualiy-achieve contribute meaningfully to the attainment of water quality standards and

protections for both salmon and shellfish; and,”

WHEREAS, Puget Sound recovery efforts should be using a muttiple benefit approach that
addresses outcomes for water quality, shellfish ard, salmon recovery,_and conservatian of
resource lands.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Leadership Council recommends the alignment of
voluntary incentive public programs and funding with NMFS interim riparian management

recommendations and with a multi-objective approach that considers both the econamic angd

cultural importance of salmon along with the essential production of food in the Puget Sound
region that willeentinuate-advance-recoveryr-effortstowards achievaing water guality

standards, the protection and restoration of shellfish beds, ard Implementation of salmon

recovery, and consider the impgrtance of sustaining working lands; and

BE |T FURTHER RESOLVED, that public outreach, technical assistance, and education efforts
should alse reflect these NMES interim minimum recommendations for what Is necessary to
achieve water quality and protections for salmon and shellfish in riparian areas, estuaries, and
ather habitats critical to the perpetuation of these resources; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Leadership Council supports better data coflection by those
agencies administering voluntary incentive programs In order to ensure program(s)
accountability for achieving progress towards salmon recovery goals, meeting water quality
standards, and protecting and restoring shellfish beds; and

BE (T FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Leadership Council also supports agencies, organizations,

and private parties that are working with the support of the tribes and local technical experts

{e.p., WRIA technical committees) in the affected watershed to try other approaches to
implement riparian buffers that have a sound scientific basis and aghieve support the

achievement of all water quality standards and support salmon and shefifish recovery, while
sustaining working lands; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Leadership Council supports and encourages increasing the
value and availability of incentives for agricultural landowners to voluntarily implement riparian
buffers that achleve water quality standards and salmon and shellfish recovery objectives with

an approach that supports successful agricultura,



Impacts of new buffer requirements

New buffer requirements imposed by the EPA and NOAA will set back important habitat
restoration work in King County. The large buffer requirements of 100 feet (or greater)
imposed by the Department of Ecology on Centennial Clean Water and Section 319 grants will
significantly reduce King County's ability to work with property owners on voluntary restoration
projects. King County has evaluated the impact assuming that over the last ten years, 26
property owners would not have participated in habitat projects; over 50 acres of restored
habitat alang over 20 miles of rivers and streams that have an average of 30-35 foot buffers
would not have been built, The new requirement if imposed on past projects are assumed to
have not happened because of the significant loss of agricultural lands. The following table
summarizes the projects that were completed.

Restoration | Ecology Match Total Number of | Typical Riparian

Entity Funding Funding Landowners | Buffer Size | Acres
Planted

Sound $109,000 $36,437 $145,437 1 as k. 1

Salmon

Sclutions

Stewardship | $249,999 $83,333 $333,332 10 35 ft. 18.8

Partners

King County | $650,000 | $359,000 [ $1,009,000 | 15 a0 ft. 26.5

Totals $1,008,999 | 478,770 $1,487,769 | 26 30-35 ft. 51.3

Over the last decade, most of King County’s Water and Land Resources {WLR) Division work
with private property owners on riparian buffers has been focused on the lower Snoqualmie
River basin and Newaukum in the Green River basin. These areas are primarily agricultural
areas where the streams and the mainstem often lack adequate shade and suffer from higher
temperatures, low dissolved oxygen and elevated fecal counts. Water bodies in both basins are
listed as impaired under the 303d for temperature, dissolved oxygen and fecal coliform. With
the help of Ecology grants, the WLR Division has been successful in partnering with landowners
and nonprofit organizations (NGOs) to repair riparian buffers to improve water quality and
habitat.

Property owners in agricultural areas are generally willing to consider buffers ranging from 20-
35 feet on streams and 40-60 feet on a mainstem river, but not more. None of the work done
to date by the WLR Division and its partners through Ecology funded grants would qualify for
funding under the new guidelines due to the smaller size of these voluntary buffers.

On the lower Snoquaimie floodplain over the last decade, King County has partnered with
NGOs. The attached “Farmers Acting for Fish Map” is an overview of cooperative efforts to
improve riparian buffers in the Snoqualmie Valley in partnership with Stewardship Partners,
Sound Salmon Solutions and others to work with landowners to voluntarily plant riparian areas
(attachment one). This work resulted in over 15 miles of river and streams planted with buffers
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ranging from 20-35 feet on streams and 40-60 feet on the mainstem river. Itis important to
note that an additional 3.5 miles of plantings on three properties in the Snogualmie basin have
included larger buffers (150-180 feet) cost-shared through the Conservation Reserve and
Enhancement Program (CREP}. CREP offers substantial funding for the plantings and provides
participating property owners with rental income for ten years for the land encumbered by the
buffers. Nevertheless, to date only three landowners have enrolled in CREP with the la rger
buffers in the Snoqualmie Valley.

Over the last eight years, the WLR Division partnered with 20 property owners on Newaukum
Creek planting buffers ranging from 25-35 feet for an estimated 5.56 miles planted. The
attached “Newaukum Creek Revegetation map” depicts private landowners voluntarily
restoring habitat and improving water guality in purple (attachment two). These buffers can
grow quickly providing shade, reducing stream temperatures and other water quality benefits.
The attached Newaukum Creek planting photos depict the quality of voluntary buffers that are
achievable to restore waterways {attachment three).

Impact on Agriculture

The potential impact of 100 to 150 foot buffers could remove farming as an economic activity in
the County. It would severely restrict agricultura! viability due to the relatively small size of the
parcels, configuration, and the number of streams and modified ditches that exist in the
agricultural areas. One hundred foot buffers on fish bearing streams and waterways would
take approximately 1,830 acres (13%) of currently farmed land in the Snaqualmie Agricultural
Production District out of production. One hundred and fifty foot buffers could encumber
another 1,000 acres in agricultural production, for a total of 20% of the Snaqualmie Agricultural
Production District.

King County has a long history of protecting agricuitural resource lands through both the zoning
designation of Agricultural Production Districts and through its Farm Land Preservation Program
(FPP) where It purchases restrictive covenants. More recentiy King County has expanded the
Transfer of Development Rights Program to include agricultural lands. A strong agriculture in
King County helps protect rural lands from development pressure and helps address the
impending impacts from climate change. Sustainable agricultural practices such as what we see
practiced extensively in the Snoqualmie Valley sequester carbon and will help this region have
some food security as climate impacts become more pronounced. The county Executive has
just announced a new food policy initiative aimed at helping to restore and strengthen our
agriculture economy. If implemented, these buffer requirements run contrary to a strong
agricultural sector with reasonable habitat enhancements.

Washington DFW Approved Agricuitural Drainage Program
To sustain agricultural productivity, many waterways that cross farmlands in King County

require periodic maintenance such as sediment removal and beaver dam maodification, which
can impact salmon and their habitat. The WLR Division worked with regulatory agencies to
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standardize requirements and best management practices (BMPs) that minimize harm to
salmon and habitat while allowing maintenance of agricultural waterways.

The goal for the Agricultural Drainage Assistance Program (ADAP) is to protect water quality
and fish habitat while streamlining regulatory requirements, reducing ceunty costs, and
adequately draining flelds for farming. Maintenance projects may include removal of
accumulated sediment and noxious or invasive vegetation that encroaches into and chokes
waterways or field drain tiles, and may also include culvert replacement or beaver dam
removal.

To determine appropriate BMPs to maintain agricultural drainage, the WLR Division developed
a waterway classification system that uses the state's hydraulic code channel designations
(natural, modified, and artificial) as well as known or expected presence of salmon {high,
moderate, low) based on our best available scientific information. BMPs cover the time of year
for the project, sediment and erosion control, fish relocation out of the construction area, and
planting requirements in buffers ranging from three to ten feet,

The ADAP can be used In modified streams and artificial ditches. (Natural streams, which have
not been straightened and have had minimal alterations, are outside the scope of ADAP and
require an individual permit review.) The expected presence of salmonids during construction
is based on a variety of information including the known presence or absence of salmonids,
known fish passage barriers, the quantity of water known or expected to be present during
construction, documented temperature measurements of the water present during
construction, the size of the upstream contributing drainage basin, and the geologic
characteristics of the waterway. The classification system was developed for the typical
agricultural maintenance time period, July through September, and does not attempt to classify
winter use of these waterways.

ADAP requirements and BMPs were reviewed by regulatory agencies and the public through
the State Environmental Palicy Act process. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW) signed a letter of agreement with King County on the ADAP requirements and BMPs,
The Washington Department of Ecology, WDFW, the King County Department of Permitting and
Environmental Review all participated in the regulatory negotiations, field investigations, and
provided input into the waterways classification system and BMPs. We presented the
waterway classification system in detail to US Army Corps of Engineers; Nationa! Marine
Fisheries Service; and Muckleshoot, Tulalip, Puyallup, and Snoqualmie tribal staffs, We did not
receive requested changes from anyone not directly involved in negotiations,

Finally, ADAP was included in the King County Programmatic Assessment and Compliance for
fiood plain management. FEMA determined that the ADAP program met or exceeded the
performance standards of the Biological Opinion on the National Flood Insurance Program.
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NEWAUKUM CREEK RESTORATION PROJECT PHOTOS

The fallowing photos depict various stages of previously implemented revegetation projects
along Newaukum Creek, demonstrating the significance of riparian vegetation establishment on
narrow buffers (less than 35-foot in width), After 10 years, projects provide 100% shade and
overhanging cover completely over the entire channel width. This occurs regardless of whether
a buffer was planted on one or both sides of the stream.
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Western

Washington
7 Agricultural
Association
June 24, 2014
Memeo To: Puget Sound Partnership Leadership Council
From; Western Washington Agricultural Association
Subject: Resolution 2014-02; “Funding Alignment with Salmon Recovery”

Dear Leadership Coungil,

Regarding Puget Sound Partnerships Resolution 2014-02, | would like to provide some perspective as to
how the proposed action would negatively impact salmon recovery efforts in the Puget Sound, and
maore specifically, the Skagit River watershed. Western Washington Agricultural Association [WWAA) has
long history of partnerships to address both salmon recovery and farmiand preservation interests, as
well as involvement in many proactive, valuntary programs and projects to address water quality and
habitat restoration provide us with credentials to speak authoritatively on this matter.

WWAA, through its membership represents many agricultural landowners and businesses, halds
contracts with both Skagit County and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife specifically for water
quality and salman protection, and works on behalf of Skagit County special purpose districts to protect
maintain infrastructure and protect habitat, for each. Additionally, WWAA collaborates with numerous
resource agencles and organizations in an attempt to find “win-win" solutions that protects agriculture
and its land base, and ensures natural resource protection.

The proposed resolution, in our mind, does neither. In fact, without continued collaboration with the
agricultural and rural landowners to decide best land use options, bath will be negatively impacted
through passage and execution of this resolution. It s through veluntary land stewardship, designed at
the local level, supported by those resource agencies and organizations that understand agriculture,
that greatest gains in water quality and salmon recovery are possible. Implementation of mandatory
prescriptive, table buffers as a condition of agricuitural land preservation is not supported by
landowners. Programs based upon their use will ga unutilized by agricultural and rural landowners,

As you know agricultural landowners, unlike the agencies endorsed the voluntary approach to habitat
and riparian buffer restoration. Unfortunately, it’s my observation that the agencies have not shown a
sincere commitment to supporting and advancing the voluntary incentive-based programs and funding
sources. Clearly, they prefer the mandatory and arbitrary approach.

2017 Continemal 1P, #0 oMount Vernon. WA 98273
o (360) 424-PEAS (7327) oFAX (360} 424-9343
E-mail: wwaa o westag.org



Again, as a longstanding advocate and proactive partner for a healthy Puget Sound, WWAA believes that
passage of Resolution 2014-2 is at the very least fraught with risk. Risk that through incremental,
mandatory and arbitrary riparian buffers, land use changes will occur and agriculture in Puget Sound will
give way for other land uses, and with that continued water quality and salmon habitat degradation. The
risk is that funded programs for farmland preservation tied to mandatory, tabled buffers will largely go
unutilized, and saimon recovery and water guality will not progress.

This reglon's agricultural economy and natural resources, in our mind, are interwoven with voluntary,
sustalnable conservation practices. Certainly the muititude of organizations and agencies involved In
restorlng and protecting a healthy Puget Sound can come up with or support more reaflstic, proven
voluntary techniques for protecting water quality and restoring habitat and salmon populations than
recycling the “Big Dumb Buffer” idea. WWAA, through continued commitment and support of a healthy
Puget Sound, will continue to participate with salmon restoration and water quality organizations and

agencies to find other solutions, through voluntary, incentive-based programs the agricultural
community can support,

Thank you for the opportunity to express of our concerns regarding Resolution 2014-2. We hope you,
the Leadership Staff of the Puget Sound Partnership, Incorporate the voice of the region’s agriculturat
landowners and those that represent them while considering this proposed resolution. Please give me a
call if you would like to further discuss this matter, or have other questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

/%
Brandon Roozen
Executive Director



June 24, 2014

Leadership Council
Puget Sound Partnership

Dear Leadership Council members,

Puget Soundkeeper Alliance soundly supports the draft resolution (Resolution 2014-2, Funding
Alignment with Salmon Recovery) put forth by the Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission and we
encourage its adoption by the Leadership Council. This resolution bolsters efforts to align public
funding for voluntary incentive programs (primarily agricultural practices) with proven and effective
techniques for improving and restoring aquatic ecosystem function and meeting the goals of the Clean
Water Act in order to achieve fishable and swimmable waters. These goals can only be achieved if the
most important steps are taken, such as implementation of scientifically-sound buffers in riparian
areas. Other measures by themseives will not add up to success in meeting recovery goals required by
the Clean Water Act.

The current incentive-based approach, while not without value, is currently failing to achieve key
water quality goals, especially with regard to buffers, as they are often excluded from consideration,
In a recent report, the Govemnment Accountability Office estimates that voluntary incentive-based
programs at the current level of progress are unlikely to meet water quality goals for 1000 years'. This
is a national number but even if local progress was twice or even ten times as effective, it is clearly
stilt unacceptable for Puget Sound and does not meet the Partnership’s legislative mandate to recover
Pupet Sound by 2020 (one local estimate puts current progress of achieving local water quality
outcomes at 500 years). Puget Soundkeeper Alliance agrees with NWIFC that we need greater
accountability on how these hard-won dollars are spent, and we support the proposal to achieve those
oulcomes.

Applying the full suite of riparian best management practices, including scientifically-sound buffers,
as conditions for publicly-funded projects will still meet the goa! of providing meaningful incentives
for land owners to improve riparian habitat and water quality. However only with the inclusion of
these buffers will such improvements actually make real progress to achieve the outcome of restoring
a healthy Puget Sound ecosystem for salmon, shelifish, orca whales and people.

We also understand that in addition to support from the tribes, the need for conditioning this funding
on implementation of the full suite of best management practices, including bufTers, is strongly
supported by staff from Department of Ecology und the National Marine Fisheries Service.

Thank you for considering our comments.
Best Regards,

(by email)

Chris Wilke

Puget Soundkeeper and Executive Director
Puget Soundkeeper Alliance
chns@pugetsoundkeeper.org
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SCD 528 91* Ave NE, Ste A, Lake Stevens, WA 98258-2538
Phone 425-335-5634, ext 116 FAX 425-335-5024 Woebsite: www.snohomished.org

June 24, 2014

Re: PSP teadership Council Resolution 2014-02

Dear Puget Sound Partnership;

The Snohomish Conservation District (SCD) board and staff sincerely appreciate the oppartunity to
comment on the proposed changes to your guidelines and, in particular, your willingness to consider
the impact these changes could have on your partners implementing the Action Agenda.

SCD has been building relationships with landowners across Snohomish County for the past 70 years
with the goal of improving and protecting our naturai resources. One of the reasons our organization
has been so successful in implementing best management practices on private lands is our recognition
that while we may disagree on the “how", we generally agree on the “why”, which is protecting our
soils, water, and fisheries for future generations. We have become a powerful partner in the
restoration community in our County, planting 48 acres of riparian forest these past two years in
addition to completing numerous other habitat and water quality improvement projects.

The adoption of the new buffer widths as a required minimum for PSP funded projects will negatively
impact our ability to not only get trees in the ground, but also to implement water quality and in-
stream salmon habitat projects. SCD understands that in most if not all cases, a larger buffer will
provide a greater habitat benefit in the long-term. As such, when developing restoration praojects, SCD
warks with landowners to develop restoration plans that maximize the riparian buffer width. While

many of the landowners we work with agree to buffers wider than the NMFS standards, many are not
willing or able to.

If the buffer guidelines become mandatory for all projects, we expect to see the foltowing impacts:
* Reduction in the number of willing landowners.
* Reduction in the total acreage of riparian forest we are able to plant.
¢ Reduction in the number of stream miles we are able to plant with limited available funding.

The Snohomish Conservation District shares PSP’s goal of improving saimon habitat and water quality,
and prioritizing our conservation dollars to get the greatest ecological lift. We feel we can work
together with partners to do this in creative ways by increasing incentives available to landowners.



As mentioned above, SCD is not in favor of adopting mandatory buffer widths. If, however, PSP adopts
recommendations based on the huffer table, the following should be considered when scoring
projects with buffers that do not meet the new guidelines:

» Ecologicaf impact desired — Narrow buffers can provide shade to cool water, a source of large
wood, filtration of nutrients and pollutants, erosion protection, control of invasive weeds, and
cover for juveniles. These benefits need to be weighed against the impact of NOT installing the
project. .

¢ Benefits of Total Project — The benefit of in-stream projects such as fish passage barriers, wood
placement, side channel reconnections, etc. as well as water quality projects such as
agricultural BMPs should be weighed even if buffer widths are narrower than the guidelines.

« Land use - If land is being used for agricultural production, a wider buffer may not be
economically feasible for the landowner.

« Size of property — Landowners on smaller parcels will be less willing to plant a wider buffer if it
takes up a large proportion of their total acreage.

We appreciate that the NWIFC has included in their resolution the opportunity for organizations to
work with their local tribes to develop creative ways to achieve larger riparian buffers.

5CD recently completed a series of workshops with American Farmland Trust, NOAA and Forterra that
resulted in survey data being collected from 64 landowners in target Chinook areas where agriculture
is the primary land-use. Preliminary results of this study indicate the following:
*  44% said they would consider planting a riparian buffer (and another 11% said maybe).
» Of these 28 landowners, only 11 said the current CREP payment would incentivize them to
plant a 35’ buffer and only 5 said the payment would incentivize them to plant a 100’ buffer.
s 82% of respondents said they would rather retain ownership if a portion of their land was
restored, rather than sel! it,

Based on this data, SCD recommends the following programs be considered:

Enhanced CREP Program — In several areas throughout the Country, local entities have chosen to
supplement the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program payments to agricultural landowners by
increasing the one-time signing bonus. We propose increasing this bonus from $100/acre up to
$5,000/acre in high priority subbasins. Another option would be to provide a sliding scale signing
bonus based on width of riparian buffer,

Multi-Benefit/Working Buffers -- SCD, the Tulalip Tribes, Forterra, Mason Conservation District and
WSU are using NOAA funds managed by PSP to develop the feasibility of a working buffer program.
Landowners would be incentivized to plant a larger buffer if they could re-coup the revenue lost to
traditional agricultural production by harvesting a commodity from the buffer while retaining the
buffer's ecological function.

Riparian Easements — Purchasing easements for riparian buffers enables landowners to retain
ownership of their land, while financially incentivizing them to take land out of production for riparian
enhancement.

Thank you for considering our response. The Snohomish Conservation District greatly appreciates all



PSP has done to improve the heaith of the Puget Sound by supporting local projects. We would be
more than willing to continue to work with PSP to discuss the ideas presented above or to gather
landowner feedback on any new ideas that are proposed by others.

g% Dttt

Ciridy Dittbrenner
Natural Resources Program Manager



HamEton, Dominiﬂue (PSP)

From: Karen Terwilleger <KTerwilleger@wfpa.org>

Sent: Tuesday, July 08, 2014 10:36 AM

To: Hampton, Dominique (PSP)

Subject: Comments on proposed Riparian Buffer Resolution

Attachments: Washington Forest Protection Association Comments on PSP Leadership Council

Resolution (7-7-2014).pdf

Importance: High

Domingque,

I've attached our comments. As you'll see, our concerns relate to the where the NMFS riparian guidelines will be
applied. The guidelines were developed for Agricultural land. On forest land, state and private landowners have
invested significant resources in developing and implementing forest practices HCPs. These HCPs deal with buffer
protections. While similar, the NMFS buffers are not identical to buffers in all of the forestry HCP. HCPs may also
include extensive adaptive management programs to assess whether the buffering systems are effective. All of the HCPs
have been approved by the federal services.

Forest landowners also work in cooperation with other partners on protection projects, some of which may receive
grants. We feel that linking the NMFS buffers to all grant proposals creates a disincentive for forest landowners to work

on these projects.

If the Council adopts a resolution, we ask that it be restricted to non-forested areas or also include reference to
federally-approved HCPs for forested areas.

Please let me know if you have any guestions. Thank you for your cansideration.

Aaven Terwilleger

Senior Durector of _forest and Envirommiental Folicy
Washington Forest Frotection Assocuitton

Celis 3604800927

Office: 360-352-1500

From: Karen Terwilleger

Sent: Tuesday, July 8, 2014 10:14 AM

To: Karen Terwilleger

Subject: RE: Comments on proposed Riparian Buffer Resclution

From: Hampton, Dominique (PSP) [mailto:dominique.hampton@psp.wa.gov]
Sent: Monday, July 07, 2014 3:07 PM

To: Karen Terwilleger
Subject: RE: Comments on proposed Riparian Buffer Resolution

Karen:



WASHINGTON FOREST PROTECTION ASSOCIATION
724 Columbia St NW, Suite 250

Olympia, WA 98501

360-352-1500 Fax: 360-352-4621

July 7, 2014

Dominique Hampton

Special Assistant to the Boards
Puget Sound Partnership

326 East D Street,

Tacoma, WA 98421

Subject: Comments on Resolution for “Funding Alignment with Salmon Recovery”

Dear Ms. Hampton:

The Washington Forest Protection Association (WFPA) appreciates the opportunity to comment
on the Leadership Council’s (Council) proposed Resolution 2014-02: Funding Alignment with
Salmon Recovery. WFPA is a forestry trade association representing large and small forest
landowners and managers of nearly 4 million acres of productive working timberland located in
the coastal and inland regions of the state. Our members support rural and urban communities
through the sustainable growth and harvest of timber and other forest products for U. S. and
international markets. WFPA members actively participate with other partners in various
salmon recovery grant programs. For more information about WFPA, please visit our website at
www.wfpa.org.

The Council is currently considering whether to recommend alignment of voluntary incentive
public programs and funding with the NMFS Interim Riparian Buffer Recommendations for
Streams in Puget Sound Agricultural Landscapes. While we appreciate the desire for buffer
standardization, the proposed NMFS guidelines were developed specifically for agricultural land
uses; agricultural land uses are regulated under a very different system than forest land. As
outlined below, WFPA respectfully requests that if the Council adopts a resolution to align
voluntary incentive public programs with the NMFS interim riparian management
recommendations, that these buffers are linked specifically to programs related to non-forested
lands. if the Counctl recommends minimum buffer guidelines for forested lands, WFPA
suggests that the recommendations should incorporate the riparian buffer systems developed in
federally-approved HCPs.

Washington State landowners have a long history of developing collaborative, science-based
programs leading to HCPs approved under the federal Endangered Species Act. Major

components of these HCPs deal with riparian functions and buffering requirements. Our major
Ve ‘re meanaging private forests so they work for afl of us,
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concern with the Council’s proposal is that it does not recognize the considerable effort,
investment, and success of the buffering systems embedded in HCPs developed by public and
private landowners. Nor does it recognize the reality that NOAA Fisheries (previously NMFS)
and the US Fish & Wildlife Services have already approved these HCP riparian buffering
systems.

As a key example, the 1999 Washington Forests & Fish Law was developed in collaboration
with federal, state, tribal, and county governments and private forest landowners. In 2001, the
Washington Forest Practices Board adopted new permanent forest practice rules to address
impacts to aquatic species on all private forest lands not covered under an existing HCP and
Washington Department of Natural Resources lands east of the Cascade Crest. Representatives
from each collaborating partner worked together for 18 months to make changes to the forest
practices rules to protect clean water and riparian habitat on non-federal forestland in
Washington State. Regulatory changes were made to improve forest roads and culverts, enlarge
buffer zones along stream banks, and identify and protect unstable slopes. An Adaptive
Management monitoring program has also been put into place to review the effectiveness of the
new rules. As one of the most comprehensive pieces of state environmental legislation in the
U.S,, the Forests & Fish Law and accompanying regulations are designed to fully comply with
both the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the Clean Water Act (CWA) to protect
Washington's native fish and aquatic species and assure clean water compliance. In 2006, the
Forests & Fish Law was endorsed by the federal government through a statewide Forest
Practices Habitat Conservation Plan.

Similarly, other private and state forest landowners have made substantial investments in HCPs
to protect riparian functions, Among these landowners are: the Green Diamond Resources
Company, the West Fork Timber Company, the Plum Creek Timber Company, Port Blakely
Tree Farms, and the Washington State Department of Natural Resources.

Requiring a new and different set of buffer requirements for forest-based salmon recovery
projects may create a disincentive for forest landowners to participate with Tribes, non-profit
groups and other partners in applying for voluntary incentive public program grants. The track
record of Washington's forest landowners in recovering and restoring habitat is truly impressive.
State and private landowners have opened up 3288 stream miles of habitat, repaired 5142
barriers and abandoned/restored over 5000 miles of roads. In fact, programs such as the
Washington Salmon Recovery Funding Board grant program currently recognizes the
contribution of the Forest Practices HCP by explicitly identifying the conditions under which
forest landowners can receive funding for road maintenance and abandonment plans.

Allowing forest landowners to participate in projects using existing, federally-approved buffer
regimes enhances salmon recovery efforts and incentivizes the use of HCPs to protect salmon.
An explicit recognition of the protections afforded by these plans may encourage other
landowners to invest in HCP conservation programs. Our request could be achieved by limiting
the NMFS guidelines to projects located on non-forested streams, or specifically referencing the
buffer requirements in federally-approved HCP's as the minimum buffer requirement for affected
forest lands.

more
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In summary, the benefits of allowing forest landowners to use current buffers included in HCPs
support collaborative, scientifically-based salmon recovery and strong community partnerships.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Karen Terwilleger
Senior Director of Forest and Environmental Policy



